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ABSTRACT
My dissertation analyzed the living arrangements of the elderly, focusing on 
differences across gender and racial/ethnic lines. Drawing upon rational choice and 
family solidarity theoretical perspectives, I derived hypotheses dealing with the effects 
of individual resources, cultural characteristics, and geographic context on the elderly’s 
living arrangements. These hypotheses were empirically tested using logistic regression 
models to estimate the odds of the elderly choosing from among three options of living 
arrangements—independent living, joint living, and dependent living. Separate models 
were applied to non-Hispanic white, African American, Hispanic, and Asian 
subsamples. Data were from the 1990 Census Public Use Sample (PUMS-L). The 
sample (N = 32,774) was comprised of non-institutionalized U.S. residents 65 years and 
over who identified themselves as belonging to one of the four targeted racial ethnic 
categories.
My findings revealed that, with a few exceptions, the effects of independent 
variables on the living arrangements of the elderly were mediated both by gender and by 
racial/ethnic status. However, regardless of gender and race/ethnicity, economic 
resources and marital status affected the choice of dependent living. Economic 
resources had an impact on the odds of being a household head but did not affect 
household structure, that is, the choice of between independent and joint living. Also, 
an unmarried status had a great impact on dependent living.
x
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To further refine my observations among Asians, I examined living 
arrangements of Japanese and non-Japanese Asians separately. I found significant 
differences between these two groups in their immigrant status, educational level, and 
income level. Furthermore, patterns of living arrangements of the Japanese are more 
similar to those of whites than those of non-Japanese Asians. However, the effects of 
independent variables on living arrangements among the Japanese are different from 
those among whites.
In conclusion, understanding the living arrangements of the elderly cannot be 
reduced only to a consideration available resources. As my findings showed, other 
factors, including gender, geographic context, marital status, and racial/ethnic identity, 
collectively contributed to living arrangements choices.
xi
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
The living arrangements of the elderly have become an important issue in 
sociology only recently. This is largely because discussions about the living 
arrangements were traditionally embedded in cultural expectations. It was not unusual 
for more than two generation to live in the same household, and the elderly were 
respected as skillful and knowledgeable people. They had important positions or 
statuses in society, as well as within the family, and the proportion of them in the total 
population was much smaller than the proportion o f younger people. However, 
industrialization and modernization have brought significant demographic and 
socioeconomic changes that have dramatically affected the elderly. For example, the 
proportion of older people in the U.S. population has increased substantially and will 
continue to increase. Socioeconomic development has increased geographic mobility 
among younger people, and married women are increasingly participating in the labor 
force. As a result, the extended family has fragmented into smaller units, and family 
ties have been weakened between the generations. These demographic and structural 
changes have had a significant impact on the living arrangements of the elderly.
The aging of the U.S. population is not only due to a decrease in mortality but 
also to a steady decrease in the birth rate. The impacts of these structural changes will 
be more serious after the turn of the century. By the year 2020, most baby boomers will
1
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be 65 years of age and older, with the result that approximately 17 percent of the U.S. 
population will be over 65 years old. Furthermore, by 2050, almost one in four older 
persons will be 85 years of age or older, which means that approximately 5 percent of 
the U.S. population will be 85 years o f age or older (Soldo and Agree, 1988). The 
impending dramatic increase in the number of those over the age of 85 suggests that the 
need for social support for the elderly will increase in the future. As the general 
population ages, younger people will bear the burden of supporting older people, not 
only at the personal level but also at the social level.
An imbalance in the sex ratio in the older population is another aspect of 
demographic change which will produce a critical issue particularly for elderly women. 
The imbalance arises from the different life expectancies of men and women. More 
specifically, in 1985 in the United States, the life expectancy at birth for males was 71.2 
years, while females could expect to live for 78.2 years (National Center for Health 
Statistics, 1988), this imbalance translates to more women in the older population. In 
fact, six out of every ten people in the older population are women (Soldo and Agree, 
1988). In addition to having a longer life expectancy than their husbands, wives tend to 
be younger than their husbands; as a result, women are more likely to experience the 
loss of a spouse than are men. For example, 35.3 percent o f the elderly women aged 65 
to 74 were widows in 1991, whereas only 9.2 percent of the elderly men in the same age 
group were widowers (U.S. Bureau o f the Census, 1992). The implication of this 
circumstance is that more women in what is supposed to be their “golden years” will
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
face economic strain, because women are more likely to have depended on their 
spouse’s income and are less likely to have their own economic resources. This 
economic strain will have a direct effect on the living arrangements of the elderly 
women who are widowed (Burr. 1990; Burr and Mutchler, 1992; Wolf, 1984; Wolf and 
Soldo, 1988).
The changing composition and structure of the family is another important issue 
related to the elderly’s living arrangements. The size of the average family has 
decreased, and the household type has changed from an extended family household to a 
nuclear family household. The smaller size of a family is primarily due to decreased 
birth rates. The average number of children in a family was 1.9 in 1982, a drop from 
4.1 in 1930 (Pratt, Mosher, Bachrach, and Horn, 1984). The prevalence of the nuclear 
family household with fewer children has affected the elderly’s living arrangements. 
The elderly tend to live in a nuclear family household (with a spouse or alone). In fact, 
approximately 73 percent of the elderly lived in nuclear family households in 1983 
(Borsch-Supan, 1989). However, with increasing age, independent living becomes 
more difficult due to such factors as impaired health, deteriorating economic conditions, 
or the loss of a spouse. In the face of such difficulties, the elderly often must seek 
alternative living arrangements (such as living with others or living in an institution) or 
instrumental support (such as assistance performing chores or going shopping, or 
requiring financial support). Although children are important providers of alternative 
living arrangement and instrumental support, the recent trend of lower birth rates
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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suggests that the chance of living with an adult child will be smaller than in the past, 
because the number of children is positively related to the probability of living with 
adult children (Crimmins and Ingegneri, 1990; Spitze and Logan, 1990; Ward, Logan, 
and Spitze, 1992; Wolf, 1984).
Much of the research that addresses the problems of the living arrangements of 
the elderly focuses on three types of factors: individual characteristics (Coward, Cutler, 
and Schmidt, 1989; Kamo and Zhou, 1994; Burr and Mutchler, 1993a; 1993b), 
resources (Kamo and Zhou, 1994; Mutchler and Burr, 1991), and culture (Burr and 
Mutchler, 1993a; 1993b; Kamo and Zhou, 1994). For individual characteristics, age, 
gender, marital status, race/ethnicity, and years of education are usually examined. The 
primary resources affecting the living arrangements of the elderly include economic 
resources, functional capacities (or health conditions), and social networks (or kinship) 
(Holden, 1988; Mutchler and Burr, 1991; Schwartz, Danziger, and Smolensky, 1984). 
When race or ethnicity is the focus of a study, economic resources are compared with 
cultural factors (Angel, Angel, McClellan, and Markides, 1996; Burr and Mutchler,
1992; 1993a; 1993b; Kamo and Zhou, 1994).
In addition to individual level characteristics, resources, and culture, some 
characteristics of local areas affect the elderly’s living arrangements. Local areas in 
which older persons live determine such contextual factors as economic climate, 
history, and population composition. Such factors can affect the living arrangements of 
the elderly for several reasons. First, economically advantaged areas may provide a
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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better infrastructure and/or public support or assistance for the elderly. Major 
metropolitan areas and their suburbs may have better public transportation, medical 
facilities, and other resources to provide more options for the elderly to live 
independently. Second, immigration patterns often result in the geographic 
concentration of ethnic groups. The elderly in these concentrated areas are more likely 
to retain traditional cultural patterns as a sub-culture than would those in less 
concentrated areas. Third, overall population size may affect such local economic 
conditions as the housing values in the area.
Although the elderly’s living arrangements can be viewed as representing 
structural patterns of households, living arrangements may also represent the elderly’s 
independence or dependence, which is primarily determined by the status of a 
household head. It is important to note that the meaning of independence for 
individuals may be culture-specific. For example, independence is an integral 
component of American culture which is reflected in preferences for separate living 
arrangements; this affinity for independent living does not exist in Asian culture.
Rather, filial obligation in the Asian culture allows dependence of the elderly. Thus, 
any interpretation of the meaning of the type of living arrangements must be made in 
light of both cultural context and the availability of resources. Considering these two 
points, theoretically, I approach the elderly’s living arrangements from both a rational 
choice and a cultural perspective. In the rational choice perspective, I will refer to the 
assumption that an actual/current living arrangement is an older person’s choice which
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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is an outcome of utilizing one’s resources (Diamond, 1992; Hechter, 1987; Hechter, 
Opp, and Wippler, 1990). The choice does not always reflect an individual preference, 
because rational choice may consist either of egoistic or altruistic considerations.
Choice arising from egoistic considerations is based on rational calculation o f benefits 
and costs. Alternatively, altruistic considerations may lead to selecting living 
arrangements based on the benefits to another individual or groups. Considering this 
altruistic aspect, I will explore the elderly’s living arrangements from a cultural 
perspective, that is, that living arrangements may be predominated by norms regardless 
of an individual’s preference or benefit.
Previous research efforts (Borsch-Supan, 1989; Coward, Cutler, and Schmidt, 
1989; Holden, 1988; Kamo and Zhou, 1994; Mutchler and Burr, 1991) suggest that 
living arrangements fall into three choices: independent living, joint living, and 
dependent living. Independent living is defined as an older person living with a spouse 
only or alone. Joint living is defined as an older person living with others as the 
household head or as the spouse of the household head. Dependent living is defined as 
an older person coresiding in someone else’s household. From the rational choice 
perspective, independent or joint living is assumed to be an outcome of sufficient 
resources. However, among Asians and other ethnic groups whose cultures emphasize 
familial cohesiveness, joint living may not be a matter of economic resources; rather 
joint living is predetermined by their cultural norms. Dependent living is presumably 
an outcome of limited resources. Using the cultural perspective, both joint and
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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dependent living are assumed to be a conventional form arising from cultural norms 
regarding family solidarity, and extended households appear to internalize these types of 
living arrangements as the predominant choices.
The present research addresses following questions regarding the effects of 
individual resources, cultural norms, and geographical context on the elderly’s choice of 
living:
1. Although Aquilino (1990) examine living arrangements by race/ethnicity, 
they do not examine living arrangements among Asians, and their classification 
of living arrangements do not adequately address Hispanics and Asians. I will 
apply a different classification of living arrangements for four racial/ethnic 
groups (whites, Blacks, Hispanics, and Asians). I will explore basic differences 
in the living arrangements among racial/ethnic groups. Are the living 
arrangements of racial/ethnic groups results of their native cultures?
2. Much research focuses on the economic resources of the elderly (e.g.
Mutchler and Burr, 1991; Borsch-Supan, 1989), but only a little has focused on 
geographical context (such as population o f  the areas, housing values, and racial 
concentration), which may affect the elderly’s living arrangements. Therefore,
I will determine to what extent resources or geographic context affect an older 
individual’s living arrangements within different racial/ethnic groups,.
3. Although Burr and Mutchler (1993a) suggested that economic resources 
are related to an extended household type arrangement, the results could be 
different if an extended household arrangement was divided into two categories 
based on the status of a household head. In the first, the elderly live with others 
in their own households (joint living). In the second, the elderly coreside in 
someone else’s household (dependent living). So, overall, what has the greatest 
influence on the types of living arrangements?
I will address these questions experimentally using the 1990 Census Public Use 
Microdata Samples (PUMS-L). The large sample size and the broad range of 
information on individual and household characteristics are useful to test not only the
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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different patterns of the living arrangements but also the impact o f the racial differences 
on living arrangements. Because the PUMS-L geography is based on the labor market 
areas grouped by commuting zones (Killian and Tolbert, 1993), the sociodemographic 
and economic contexts can be readily addressed. For estimating the effects of 
contextual factors, I will use the County Statistic File (CO-STAT), because the 
aggregation data could be relevant for my analysis. In the present study, my sample 
includes non-institutionalized individuals who are 65 years of age and over. Since I am 
interested in the racial/ethnic differences of the living arrangements, my sample will be 
classified into four racial/ethnic groups (non-Hispanic white, African-American, 
Hispanic, and Asian). Each racial/ethnic groups will be analyzed in parallel manners.
Regardless of the extent to which the elderly’s living arrangements are 
influenced by the characteristics of individuals, the availability o f resources, the 
constraint of cultural norms, or the context of the local areas, the living arrangements of 
the elderly are an issue not only for them but also for their families and the public. At 
the family level (informal support), who can provide needed support for the elderly’s 
retaining independent living? Or, if elderly cannot live independently, who can live 
with them? In fact, dependent living itself exists under informal support from a family. 
At the public level (formal support) social support/assistant programs (such as home 
help assistance and Meals on Wheels) may make it possible for the elderly to retain 
their independent living. But, can these social programs support the growing older
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
population? Can social support substitute for family support, or do they merely reduce 
the burden of family members? These issues will become more serious in the future.
In the next chapter, I will deliberate the elderly’s choice of living arrangements 
from the two theoretical perspectives. I will utilize previous studies, particularly those 
focusing upon racial/ethnic backgrounds.
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CHAPTER 2
THEORETICAL PERSPECTIVE AND LITERATURE REVIEW
Theoretical Perspective 
Living arrangements among the elderly are often discussed from an economic 
view of choice, where living arrangements are a result of utilizing available resources 
(Burr, 1990; Burr and Mutchler, 1992). The primary tenet of rational choice appears to 
explain the economic view of choice. Individuals maximize power and resources to 
attain their preferred choice (Diamond, 1992; Hechter, 1987). In the process of making 
choices, people estimate outcomes allowable by their resources and select the most 
profitable one from alternative choices. However, choices may not always reflect this 
profit model of decision-making. Altruistic considerations may affect choices. Norms 
and societal values, which can be a source of altruistic impulses (Hechter, 1987), are 
internalized and can hold a privileged position in the individual’s cognitive structure 
(Coleman, 1990). Thus, a choice may involve either egoistic or altruistic 
considerations. In the egoistic consideration, individuals utilize their resources to obtain 
the best or at least better outcomes. In the altruistic consideration, individuals depend 
on cultural or normative criteria when making decisions. Tonnies’ notions of 
Gesellschaft and Gemeinsshaft (Tonnies, 1988) appear to define the egoistic and 
altruistic considerations in outcomes. Gesellschaft is related to a rational calculation of 
benefits and costs, and Gemeinsshaft is related to internal sentiment or traditional
10
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considerations. In the former sense, outcomes may be mathematically rational, but in 
the latter, they may not. A choice is not always mathematically or rationally derived. 
Thus, in the following sections, I will discuss a person’s choice from two standpoints. 
One views human decision-making as based on mathematical calculation, which may 
result in an egoistic choice. The other views decision-making in the context of cultural 
norms regarding family solidarity, which may result in altruistic choices.
The core components of my theoretical frame are suggested by Hechter, Opp, 
and Wippler (1990):
1. Individuals act in order to attain preferred ends (the preference hypothesis).
2. Constraints and opportunities also affect actions by influencing the 
probability that actors’ preferred ends can be attained. These constraints 
derive either from resources under an individual’s control (opportunity costs), 
or from social institutions to which the individuals are subject (the constraint 
hypothesis).
3. Subject to extant constraints, individuals choose the course of action, among 
those that are available to them, that realizes to the greatest extent their most 
preferred ends (the utility maximization hypothesis) (1990: 3).
These hypotheses can be applied to living arrangements of the elderly. The first
hypothesis suggests that the elderly have preferences that they assume as the best choice
among altruistic living arrangements. However, “preferences often are already shaped
by the opportunities and constraints of the situation” (Wippler, 1990: 189). This is
consistent with the second hypothesis that choices are constrained or facilitated by
resources and/or cultural norms. The third hypothesis suggests that living arrangements
are a function both of effects to maximize preferences and o f the availability of
resources to facilitate the attainment of preferences. In the following sections, I will
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discuss decision-making or choices based on Hechter et al.’s hypotheses from two 
theoretical perspectives—rational choice theory and family solidarity.
Rational Choice Theory
Rational choice theory was originally derived from exchange theory. The 
underlying tenet in rational choice theory is similar to that in social exchange theory— 
behavior is motivated by one’s anticipated profits, and these profits are measured by 
one’s value system. Social exchange is a process of social interaction (Blau, 1964) that 
reflects the nature of human behavior to maximize profits (Homans, 1958). Exchange 
always involves choice to maximize profits. Nye (1979) noted that "exchanges 
probably always involve choices, but choices may not necessarily involve exchanges"
(p. 4). People can choose the person or object any time when they exchange, but they 
can choose not to exchange. Nye (1979) also noted that choice in exchange is an 
alternative opportunity for reducing costs and maximizing profits. When a person finds 
that an outcome will be low, the person will seek an alternative choice to get a more 
favorable outcome (Thibaut and Kelly, 1959). Comparing or calculating outcomes to 
reduce costs and maximize profits is only applicable when a person has alternative 
opportunities. More specifically, in the choice of living arrangements, an older person’s 
resources (e.g., economic resources, functional capacity, kin's networks) are positively 
related to the availability of alternative choices. If an older person is a widow/widower 
and has fewer economic resources, a smaller network, and a lower functional capacity, 
the person does not have a variety of options. However, if this older person has a child,
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for example, he/she at least has the alternative choice o f living with the child. In short, 
having alternative opportunities is a necessary condition in a rational choice context to 
obtain the best or at least a better outcome. In addition, because exchange or rational 
choice is embedded in social interactions, calculation based on money or goods may not 
be relevant. Personal satisfaction may also be a factor.
According to Wippler (1990: 189-190), human beings strive for two goals: 1) 
physical well-being and 2) social approval. Preferred choices (the best or a better 
choice) may be related to these goals. To attain the first goal of physical well-being, a 
stressful state will be avoided, and socially harmful behavior will be confined. Physical 
well-being is associated with comfort and pleasure. Basic needs are satisfied in the state 
of comfort and external, and internal stimulations produce the state of pleasure 
(Scitovsky, 1976). For the second goal of social approval, according to Lindenberg 
(1986: 300-303), three types of social approval are involved: behavioral confirmation; 
status; and positive effect. Behavioral confirmation is the feeling of having done “the 
right thing.” The sense of “the right thing” is often conformed by norms. For 
example, living with an older parent is “the right thing” in Asian culture. The norm of 
filial piety serves to enforce the extended household, and it is approved by other people 
or their society as the “right thing” in Asian culture. “Status is social approval in the 
form o f ranking,” and “positive affect is what an actor gets if another person cares about 
him” (Wipper, 1990: 190). Social approval could be profitable for augmenting a 
positive self-image.
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Adherence to a norm usually occurs not only to avoid a condemning action but 
also to acknowledge a value o f the norm itself. Regarding profits from following a 
norm, a reward may be an intrinsic value in the norm. Coleman (1990) noted intrinsic 
values in norms:
those who initiate or help maintain a norm see themselves as benefiting from 
its being observed, or harmed by its being violated. They are ordinarily 
enforced by sanctions, which are either rewards for carrying out those actions 
regarded as correct, or punishments for carrying out actions regarded as 
incorrect. Those holding the norm claim a right to apply sanctions, and 
recognize the right o f others holding the norm to do so as well. Persons whose 
actions are subject to norms (who themselves may or may not hold the norm) 
take into account the norms, with their potential rewards or punishments, not as 
absolute determinants of their actions, but as elements which enter their 
decision about what actions are in their interest to carry out (p.37).
This system of following norms appears to be generalized exchange. A reward will not
be returned directly from the person whom you paid costs, but you will receive the
return indirectly from someone else. In Asian culture, for example, the norm of filial
obligation is passed on from generation to generation; having cared for parents is a cost
that a person paid, and receiving support from his/her children is the return or reward
for having cared for the parents. Although rational choice is primarily based on
resources-oriented calculation, internal profits from behavior are also counted. In the
next section, I will focus more on the cultural norm oriented choice regarding family
solidarity.
Family Solidarity
Solidarity, in general, is a function of normative internalization, which is based 
on compensation and obligation (George, 1986; Hechter, 1987). Obligation is one
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
15
important component of solidarity. Hechter illustrated the formulation of solidarity: 
Solidarity = / (ab), where a = the extensiveness o f a group’s obligations and b = the rate 
of members’ compliance to them (1987: 18). Higher solidarity will be seen when the 
value of both obligation and compliance are higher. Therefore, the cultural norms that 
insist on higher obligation may lead to higher solidarity in relationships. Norms 
regarding family solidarity often connote obligation and compliance. So, this 
formulation could apply to family solidarity, even though Hechter (1987) regarded it as 
a small group in a society. For example, a norm o f primogeniture in the Asian culture 
obligates the eldest married son to live with his parents, and traditionally the son 
willingly subjects to the norm. If the son has a higher level o f obligation and 
compliance to his family, his family would have strong family solidarity.
The concept of family solidarity has been used to describe the nature of the 
special bond among group members, and the primary component o f family solidarity is 
the relationships among intergenerationally linked family members (Markides, Boldt, 
and Ray, 1986). Family solidarity is often perceived as a support system. Early family 
experiences or socialization and parental behavioral patterns influence the family 
relationship (Rossi and Rossi, 1990), and the relationship affects the quality of support. 
Parents usually socialize their children to conform to their cultural norms. In Asian 
culture, for instance, children are socialized to care for older parents as their duty or 
responsibility, and Asian culture also emphasizes family-oriented group solidarity. 
Hispanic culture, as well, is highly familistic, and the extended household prevails as a
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family support system (Alvirez, Bean, and Williams, 1981; Angel, Angel, McClellan, 
and Markides, 1996). Familism appears to establish an effective means of support, and 
the extended household may be a practical form of family solidarity. Cultural norms 
regarding family solidarity are assumed to strongly motivate the extended household.
Family solidarity conforms to Durkheim's notion of mechanical solidarity. The 
interdependence of family members forms the basis of their cohesion. Bengtson, 
Rosenthal, and Burton (1990) described five dimensions of family solidarity based on 
mechanical solidarity. The first, associational solidarity, is defined as activities or 
contacts associated with interaction between family members. The second dimension, 
affectionate solidarity, refers to subjective judgments in the quality of interaction with 
family members. It is often indicated by the perceptions of closeness and satisfaction 
with the interaction. The third dimension is consensual solidarity. The degree of 
consensus or conflict among beliefs or values has an effect on the parent-child 
relationship. The fourth dimension is functional solidarity, which refers to exchanges of 
instrumental and emotional support. The fifth dimension, normative solidarity, reflects 
familial norms, which are expectations about contact, affection, and support among 
generations. All five dimensions imply the internal effects of family solidarity on 
family relationships. Bengtson et al. (1990) suggested that family solidarity appeared as 
a result of internalized cultural norms or beliefs, which family members share. Since 
family solidarity primarily benefits the dependent members in a family, the value and 
level of family solidarity in a family could be very important for those who have low
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socioeconomic status (Martinez, 1986) and few resources. Family solidarity is a core of 
the extended household; helping one another or supporting a frail member is a function 
o f the extended household arrangement. The living arrangements imply not only a 
structure of a household but also a function o f a household which is related to one’s 
resources and culture.
Up to this point I have discussed the sociological basis o f family solidarity. In 
the next section, I will explore the typology o f living arrangements and effects of 
resources, cultural norms and context with reference to previous research. In fact, 
research interest often reflects the categorization o f living arrangements.
Studies of Living Arrangements 
The structure (patterns or types) and components (members) of a household are 
basically considered when researchers categorize living arrangements. Also, individual 
characteristics, resources, and/or culture are considered as factors related to the choice 
o f living arrangements. At first, I will describe how researchers' interests reflect the 
categorization of living arrangements.
Categorizing Living Arrangements
In essence, the categories that define “living arrangements” are central to any 
empirical research on the topic. Researchers’ classifications o f the living arrangements 
often determine the direction of their research. Mutchler and Burr (1991), who focused 
on the effects of resources, used four categories in their study: (1) living alone; (2)
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living as the head of a multiperson household; (3) not being head of household; and (4) 
being institutionalized. More specifically, they examined how economic resources and 
health conditions affected household independence (e.g., being a household head).
Since the availability and level of resources positively reflect a status of a household 
head, distinction between a household head and other statuses was important for their 
study.
Coward, Cutler, and Schmidt (1989) discussed six types of living arrangements: 
(1) living alone; (2) married couple; (3) collateral-only (e.g., living with siblings, or 
cousins who are the same generation); (4) two-generation family; (5) three-or-more 
generational family; (6) nonkin-only. In addition, they distinguished the extended 
household type arrangement (categories (4) and (5)) by generational differences of the 
family members. For example, when the elderly lived with older family member from 
the generation immediately preceding them (a parent, a parent-in-law, an aunt, or an 
uncle), this type was categorized as an “up type.” When the elderly lived with younger 
family members from the generation immediately following them (a son, a daughter, a 
son-in-law, a daughter-in-law, a nephew, or a niece), this type was categorized as a 
“down type.” This categorization is useful when we consider the structure of a 
household. Yet, their categorization did not illustrate the status of the household head, 
because they did not consider the elderly’s economic resources. In my categorization, I 
will consider the structure of the household, but I will not distinguish the relationships
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of family members. My research interest is how the elderly’s resources reflect their 
independence (e.g., as a household head) but not who lives with the elderly.
Kamo and Zhou (1994) categorized the elderly’s living arrangements based on 
whether an older person was in (1) an extended-family or (2) a nonextended-family. 
Living alone is included in the nonextended-family household. They included the 
extended household to conform with cultural norms o f Chinese and Japanese families. 
My own research will include an Asian sub-sample and focus on its cultural norms, 
hence the extended household type of living arrangements will be an important 
category.
Holden (1988) suggested six possibilities of women’s living arrangements: (1) 
living alone; (2) living with a husband in their own household; (3) being a household 
head with relative(s); (4) coresiding in a relative’s household; (5) living with non­
relatives; (6) being an institution inmate. She showed that between 1950 and 1980 
women were increasingly living independently. She attributed this trend to women’s 
improved economic status. Although her categorization is quite basic, the status of a 
household head appears to be important in this categorization since she focused on 
women’s economic status.
These studies (Coward et al., 1989; Holden, 1988; Kamo and Zhou, 1994; 
Mutchler and Burr, 1991) suggest that a typology of living arrangements should be 
based on both the structure and components of a household. By structure, I am referring 
to whether a household is independent or extended. Independent and extended
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households can be further distinguished by compositional differences based upon 
household memberships. Thus, the independent household could include two 
categories: (1) living with a spouse and (2) living alone. In the extended household, we 
should distinguish two groups when we consider the status of a household head, which 
may be related to the function of a household. An older person may be a household 
head who supports other coresiding persons, or an older person (or couple) may depend 
on another household member. In the former group, an older person is a household 
head or a spouse of the household head living with others. In the latter group, an older 
person coresides in someone else’s household; he/she is not a household head. 
Considering the composition of each group (a head of a household or a spouse of the 
household head), three patterns of living arrangements are often used: (1) living with a 
child, (2) living with relatives, and (3) living with non-relatives. However, since I am 
interested in elderly person’s position in a household, I do not examine other members 
of a household in my research. Although institutional arrangements is another 
categorical option, I do not address this in my research. I focus on the elderly who live 
in the communities.
Idea of Independent Living
Much research focuses on the living arrangements of older unmarried women 
and compares those living alone with those in alternative living arrangements (e.g.,
Burr, 1990; Burr and Mutchler, 1992; Wolf, 1984; Wolf and Soldo, 1988). Living alone 
is more predominant than other living arrangements among those who have sufficient
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resources, which suggests that living alone (independent living) is the preferable choice. 
Also, research that sampled both males and females or included married elderly found 
that independent living was the most prevalent and the preferred living arrangement in 
the United States (e.g., Borsch-Supan. 1989; Soldo 1981). In fact, in 1983, more than 
two-thirds of the elderly lived independently in the U.S.—living with a spouse only or 
alone (Borsch-Supan, 1989).
In American culture, independent living has been referred to as the “purchase of 
privacy” (Beresford and Rivlin, 1966), intimacy-at-a-distance, or retaining one's life­
style. The “purchase of privacy” suggests that economic resources are necessary for 
maintaining independent living. Intimacy-at-a-distance implies that older people could 
have good relationships with children or relatives if they maintain their independent 
living. Retaining one’s life-style is relatively important for the elderly’s psychological 
well-being. A changing environment is often stressful for the elderly. If one has 
become accustomed to the life-style of an independent household, changing to an 
extended-household may be stressful. These three dimensions concur with Wippler’s 
(1990) notion of psychological well-being. Independent living may give the elderly less 
stressful and more comfortable lives. And, such comfortable living arrangements are 
bolstered by sufficient economic resources, good health, and kin networks (Kobrin, 
1981; Mutchler, 1992; Wolf, 1984; Wolf and Soldo, 1988).
Economic resources are the most important factor determining independent 
living (Mutchler and Burr, 1991). In other words, the elderly with higher incomes are
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more likely than those with lower incomes to live independently. Physical disabilities 
in addition to the lack of economic resources restrict the elderly’s options for 
independent living. In many cases, the availability of kin offers an alternative to the 
institutionalization of elderly who lack resources or are disabled. However, older 
persons who are in good health and have sufficient economic resources tend to remain 
independent despite the availability of kin. The kin network is a kind of safety net 
which offers an alternative choice o f living for the elderly if needed.
In the following sections, I will review the literature dealing with the effects of 
resources, culture, and context on the living arrangements of the elderly. Following this 
review, I will consider the effects of individual factors, and in the third one, I will 
consider the effect of context in the local areas on the older individual’s living 
arrangements.
The Impact of Resources on the Choice of Living
Living arrangements in later life are related to the availability and level of three 
major resources: economic resources; functional ability; and social networks (Mutchler 
and Burr, 1991). Economic resources generally refer to such things as home ownership, 
retirement income (Social Security and private pensions), and other income from 
interest on savings or bonds, dividends from stockholdings. Functional ability refers to 
self-reported physical condition. Social networks as a resource means that care is 
available from family or close friends.
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A living arrangement that an older person chooses is associated with the 
person’s help-seeking behavior and ultimately with the resources available to the person 
(Johnson and Catalano, 1981, Soldo and Myllyluoma, 1983). For example, when an 
older person with impaired health requires support or assistance, the extended 
household may be a better choice than living alone for the person if  children or relatives 
are available. However, even a physically disabled person can maintain an independent 
living arrangement if the person has sufficient economic resources to purchase support 
or assistance.
Researchers have paid a great deal of attention to economic resources, especially 
when the status of a household head is considered. For example, Borsch-Supan’s 
(1989) study shows the income level of a household head in different cases. In the first 
case, the elderly who are the head of the household earn more than other household 
members. Second, when the elderly coreside in the adult child’s household, the child 
has a higher income than the average income o f the same age group. Third, when an 
older person lives with either other relatives (such as siblings) or non-relatives (such as 
friends), both a household head’s and a coresiding person’s incomes are similar, 
because a coresiding person’s income appears to be necessary for retaining a household. 
Economic resources strongly affect decision-making on the choice of living; higher 
economic resources allow the elderly to live independently (Borsch-Supan, 1989; 
Mutchler, 1992). In addition, income level interacts with gender and marital status and 
controls the independent living.
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A second important resource related to living arrangements is functional ability. 
It is important to note that physical disabilities can vary from extreme to slight. The 
extent of a person’s physical disability is more important than its status itself, because 
the level of the physical disability is positively related to the probability of risk of 
dependency. The more serious the health problem, the greater the probability of 
institutionalization (Mutchler and Burr, 1991; Soldo, 1981). On the contrary, a small 
loss of functional capacity may not affect living arrangements (Worobey and Angel, 
1990).
Kin network, especially the availability of children, is another important factor 
relating to the living arrangements, and it becomes more crucial when the extended 
household is preferred. In fact, approximately 60 percent of those elderly who live with 
others tend to live with their adult children (Borsch-Supan, 1989). Childless older 
persons tend to choose living with siblings (Wolf, 1984). Additionally, the number o f 
children is also important. The elderly who have fewer children are more likely to be 
institutionalized than those who have more children (Burr, 1990). Although children 
are an important resource for the elderly’s choice of living, the historical trend of 
decreasing birth rates is bound to limit opportunities for extended households.
Impact of Geographical Context of Living
Beyond the factor discussed above, geographical considerations may affect 
living arrangements of the elderly. In this regard, Lobao (1993) argued that spatial or
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geographic location is an important factor in considering resource availability: “the 
organization of economic production has developed unevenly over space and time, 
resulting in different contexts of opportunity (e.g., jobs, income, general levels of 
economic well-being) for workers and households in particular areas” (1993: 23). That 
is, local labor market conditions and structures have a profound influence on the 
availability of economic resources. In this vein, privilege of local economic conditions 
appears to directly affect an individual’s economic condition in the later life.
According to the 1980 Census, approximately two-thirds of the older population 
lived in metropolitan areas, most of them in the suburbs (Soldo and Agree, 1988). 
Migrants who moved from metropolitan to non-metropolitan areas are mostly the 
young-old (65-74) who are healthier, whereas those who moved toward metropolitan 
areas are aged 75 and older (Soldo and Agree, 1988). These phenomena suggest that 
the elderly who are older and have impaired health tend to live in the metropolitan 
areas. This may be due to access to transportation, medical facilities, and public 
assistance.
Of direct importance to the living arrangements of the elderly is the local 
economic climate. Local economic conditions have an impact on the availability o f 
houses, jobs, and economic resources. More specifically, the housing opportunities 
reflect housing prices, which fluctuate with the economic conditions in the areas, so 
living arrangements may be affected by the local economic conditions. In fact, housing 
prices in metropolitan areas rose during the late 1970s and early 1980s, while in
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nonmetropolitan areas they were relatively stable (Borsch-Supan, 1989). This trend of 
housing prices suggests that housing costs should be higher in metropolitan areas than 
non-metropolitan areas in the period. This should, in turn, encourage independent 
living in nonmetropolitan areas compared to metropolitan areas (Borsch-Supan, 1989). 
On the contrary, Coward et al. (1989) found that living alone (which is a part of 
independent living) was more prevalent in the urban areas than in rural areas. For an 
extended household, however, neither researcher found significant areal differences. 
Borsch-Supan’s study (1989) showed that the prevalence of the extended household 
arrangements varies with the compositions o f a household (members o f a household and 
generational types) and size o f metropolitan areas. Coward et al. (1989) showed that 
there was a similarity between extended households in rural areas and urban areas, 
which implies that the local economic conditions may not affect the extended 
household.
Geography not only influences local economic conditions but also the 
concentrations of minority groups. Minority groups are unequally distributed 
throughout the United States. For example, historically, African-Americans have been 
concentrated in the Southeast and Hispanics in the Southwest (Glasgow, Holden, 
McLanghlin, and Rowles, 1993). Asians have been concentrated in Hawaii and the 
West Coast (Min, 1988). This racial/ethnic concentration is likely to have an effect on 
the elderly’s living arrangements, because retaining the ethnic culture could be easier in 
the areas where specific racial/ethnic groups are concentrated (Gelfand, 1982). Kii
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(1984) noted that . .  many elderly Chinese prefer living in ethnic communities, where 
they are familiar with social world and can interact with people using Chinese tongues, 
to living with their children and the children’s families, many of whom have moved to 
the suburbs or the outskirts o f ethnic communities” (p. 210). Since a large number of 
the elderly Chinese are immigrants, they may be comfortable with their familiar culture. 
This condition could be the same for other Asian sub-groups and Hispanic sub-groups. 
The Impact of Culture on the Choice of Living
Much research has shown that the extended household was more likely to be 
observed among African-Americans and Hispanics than among non-Hispanic whites 
(e.g., Angel, Angel, McClellan, and Markides, 1996; Beck and Beck, 1984; 1989; 
Hofferth, 1984; Tienda and Angel, 1982). Likewise, Asians are more likely than non- 
Hispanic whites to live in extended households (Burr and Mutchler, 1993b; Kamo and 
Zhou, 1994). Although an extended household is common among minority groups, the 
patterns of the extended household arrangement, regarding the status of a household 
head, are quite different among them. Dependent living, in which the elderly are non­
household heads, is relatively rare among African-Americans, but it is quite common 
among and Asians (Kamo and Zhou, 1994). In contrast, joint living, in which the 
elderly are household heads, is relatively common among African-Americans (Angel 
and Tienda, 1982; Beck and Beck, 1984; 1989; Hofferth, 1984).
Another ethnic difference is that a large number of Hispanic and Asian elderly 
are foreign-boms, while more than 95 percent of the African-American elderly in my
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sample are native-boms. Immigrant status is strongly related to the elderly’s living 
arrangements. Elderly immigrants have retained their traditional culture and norms 
(Burr and Mutchler, 1992; Cowgill, 1986) and try to pass them to the next generation.
In Hispanic and Asian culture, the extended household is one of the cultural forms 
bolstered by the norms regarding family solidarity. Among Asians, for example, the 
extended household is predominated by the norm o f primogeniture, where the eldest 
married son is obligated to live with his parents. However, since the elderly African- 
Americans are not immigrants, their cultural effects on the living arrangements should 
be separately considered from other ethnic groups whose members have immigrant 
status.
Language use is often used to measure the strength of original culture for 
immigrants (Edwards 1984; Fishman, 1977; Kamo and Zhou, 1994; Stevens and 
Swicegood, 1987), because a language can symbolize a cultural heritage even if all 
group members do not speak the language (Edwards 1984:289-289). Language 
provides basic cultural traditions, norms, or rituals which enhance intragroup solidarity 
(Stevens and Swicegood, 1987). Also, speaking a native language is associated with 
ethnic identity (Fishman, 1977; Padilla, 1984). Using a native language in a family is 
not only a communication matter but also a transmission of the native culture. 
Immigrants’ use of their native language at home or in their groups, even if it is because 
of their deficiency in English, may contribute sharing and preserving their native
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
29
cultures. As a result, the extended-family household could be a practical support 
culturally.
Even if the extended-family household is prevalent among minority elderly, it 
may not always be the preferred choice for them. Rather, the extended household often 
appears to be an outcome of the elderly’s economic conditions (Angel and Tienda,
1982; Burr and Mutchler; 1993a); lower income elderly are more likely than higher 
income elderly to live in an extended household. Burr and Mutchler (1993a) suggested 
a “cultural convergence hypothesis” to explain interaction between cultural effect and 
economic effect. They hypothesized that as “economic capacity (social class) increases, 
the behavioral impact (e.g., living arrangements) o f identification with one’s ethnic and 
cultural background may diminish” (Burr and Mutchler, 1993a: 171). More specifically, 
when Hispanic women’s income increased, the impact of acculturation on choosing the 
extended household decreased because the wealthy elderly could purchase services 
and/or help to supplement deficient resources (Burr and Mutchler, 1993a). Although 
Burr and Mutchler (1993a) compared independent living (living alone) with living with 
others, they did not distinguish between one who is a household head living with others 
and one who is a non-household head coresiding in someone else’s household.
Economic resources could have more impact on those who are non-household heads-- 
whether they live alone or coreside in someone else’s household. However, economic 
resources may not determine whether one lives independently or jointly because in both 
arrangements, an older person holds the status of a household head, which means that
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he/she might have sufficient economic resources. So, economic resources are the issue 
when we study the elderly’s living arrangements between independent and dependent 
living. However, when we consider choice between independent and joint living, 
economic resources may not be the issue. Rather, a choice is a matter of the elderly's 
preference. Therefore, the “cultural convergence hypothesis” (Burr and Mutchler, 
1993a) may hold when the former comparison-independent living (household head) 
and dependent living (non-household head)—is made. However, when the latter 
comparison—independent living (household head) and joint living (household head)-are 
made, the “cultural convergence hypothesis” (Burr and Mutchler, 1993a) may not hold. 
As a result, joint living and dependent living should be separately tested.
Furthermore, the “cultural convergence hypothesis” may not apply to Asians, 
because even if Hispanic and Asian cultural norms emphasize family solidarity, the 
background of the norms regarding the family solidarity is different. In the Asian 
culture, family solidarity is based on the filial responsibility or filial piety derived from 
Confucianism, while in the Hispanic culture, it exists as a cooperative support system. 
Hispanic elderly are more likely to be involved in the lives of their children than are 
non-Hispanic white elderly, because family support probably requires both a greater 
presence of the extended family in the Hispanic community and a greater need among 
low-income minority groups for intergenerational assistance (Gelfand, 1982: 31). In 
addition, immigration histories and settled locations of Hispanics and Asians are 
important to explicate the cultural effect on their living arrangements. Thus, I will now
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turn to a consideration of the historical and cultural background of Hispanics and 
Asians.
Cultural Background o f Hispanics and Asians
My focus is the cultural effect that the ethnic elderly brought from their native 
countries and have retained in their families. I make the assumption that immigrant 
status among Hispanics and Asians is associated with the retention of traditional 
cultures. Although African-Americans have a unique culture, the culture appears to 
have originated in the U.S. (Feagin, 1989). Because most of them were involuntarily 
brought to the U.S. as slaves for the plantation economy between the 1650s and the 
1830s, they are mostly native boms. For this reason, I will restrict my discussion to the 
cultural background o f Hispanics and Asians.
Hispanics
The 1990 census defined “Hispanics” as people who identified themselves as 
Mexican, Mexican-American, Chicano,1 Puerto Rican, Cuban, Argentinean,
Colombian, Costa Rican, Dominican, Ecuadorian, Guatemalan, Honduran, Nicaraguan, 
Peruvian, Salvadoran or others from Spanish-speaking counties. A large number of 
Hispanics live in urban areas. Only 8.5 percent (1,864,353) of Hispanics lived in rural 
areas, and majority of these rural Hispanics are Mexicans (76.9 percent) in 1990 
(Effland and Kassel, 1996). In addition, Texas contains a large proportion of these rural 
Hispanics (Effland and Kassel, 1996).
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Historically, between 1880 and 1910, Mexicans immigrated to the southwestern 
United States as low-wage labor, and still Mexicans are concentrated in the Southwest. 
In fact, 76 percent of them were concentrated in California or Texas in 1976 (Pachon 
and Moore, 1981). Cubans immigrated to Key West and Florida as low-wage labor in 
the tobacco growing industry in the early 1870’s (Szapocznik and Hernandez, 1988). 
However, many immigrants came after 1959, at the point of the Marxist-oriented 
revolution (Szapocznik and Hernandez, 1988). Puerto Ricans started immigrating to the 
United States in the 1920s, and a large number of them settled in New York as a source 
of cheap unskilled labor (Sanchez-Ayedez, 1988).
The traditional structure of the Mexican family grew out of the socioeconomic 
needs dictated by the agrarian and craft economies of Mexico (Becerra, 1988: 147). The 
word familia (“family”) meant an extended, multigeneratioal group of persons, among 
whom specific social roles were ascribed (Becerra, 1983; Becerra and Shaw, 1984; 
Sena-Rivera, 1979). The family was able to provide all the economic and social 
support. Traditional Mexican family structure is illustrated as male dominance, rigid 
sex and age grading, and strong familial orientation (Mirande, 1985: 152). Even though 
traditional culture has been changed by assimilation into the American culture, family 
cohesion has been an important value for the Mexicans (Becerra, 1988). Cuban culture 
emphasizes hierarchical family relationship (Szapocznik and Hernandez, 1988). Parents 
expect obedience from their children (Sena-Rivera, 1979), which is the same orientation 
as the Mexican family. Family bond is also strong among Puerto Ricans. Responsibility
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in the practice of the family unit and the obligation for assistance among the kin are 
emphasized for the family bond (Sanchez-Ayedez, 1988).
Overall, Hispanic culture strongly subscribes to the familial values of obedience 
to the parents and elders, and the importance of the family over the individual (Sena- 
Rivera, 1979). However, such a norm regarding family solidarity is increasingly at odds 
with the educated young generation, and the older generation cannot completely deny 
acculturation (Becerra, 1983; Rothman, Gant, and Hnat, 1985).
Asians
Historically, many Chinese began to come to the West in the middle of the 
nineteenth century. The first Japanese came to Hawaii in 1868, but few Japanese came 
to the continental United States before 1890 (Rogers, 1996). Immigration restrictions 
had been placed on Chinese immigrants in 1882 and on Japanese immigrants by 1907 
(Gelfand, 1994). During this early period, Chinese and Japanese were encouraged to 
immigrate to the United States to provide a cheap labor force. They worked on sugar 
plantations in Hawaii, in the gold mining camps in California, or on the construction of 
railroads. Other Asians started immigrating to the U.S. in the twentieth century.
Koreans started immigrating to Hawaii as workers on sugar plantations from 1903, and 
then the West Coast became the major immigrating location (Min, 1988). Korean 
women immigrated as "picture brides” and Korean War brides (Min, 1988). The first 
Filipinos immigrated to the U.S. in 1906 as workers in Hawaii (Gelfand, 1994). The
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most recent immigrants from Asia are various groups from Southeast Asia, such as 
Vietnam, as refugees after the Vietnam War in 1975 (Gelfand, 1994).
Traditional Asian families are based on patriarchy and are patrilocal. In 
patriarchy, the father and eldest son play the most dominant roles, and authority passes 
from the father to the eldest son. In a patrilocal system, a married couple lives with a 
husband’s parents. Historically, the structure of the extended family provided an 
important function in an agriculturally based economy (Wong, 1988). That is, family 
members were important workers on the farm land. Another important feature of Asian 
culture is filial piety. Duty, obligation, importance o f the family name, service, and 
self-sacrifice to the elderly constitute filial piety (Wong, 1988), which is based on 
Confucianism. More specifically, filial piety is built in the family system in Japan as ie 
(“family, household, or house”). The moral and legal duty of continuing the ie is vested 
in the household head, who is usually an eldest son and heir to the property rights, and 
the ie has been inherited from generation to generation.
In conclusion, earlier immigrants, among both Hispanics and Asians, came to 
the United States as low-wage unskilled workers. Yet, sub-groups of each ethnic group 
had concentrated in differential areas which are geographically close to their points of 
entry. Although many first-generation elderly struggled to maintain their ethnic culture 
intact, they believe that ethnic culture is supposed to be maintained the way they 
experienced it (Gelfand, 1982: 31). For both Hispanics and Asians, family is an 
important primary support system, but the concept o f family regarding solidarity is
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slightly different. In Hispanic culture, family is conceptualized as an exchange of 
support, while in Asian culture, it is conceptualized as an organizational system based 
on primogeniture. Living arrangements among Hispanics and Asians may not be their 
individual egoistic decision. Rather, it may be the altruistic decision for their families. 
Altruistic considerations precede individual considerations in their traditional culture.
Note for Chapter 2
1. “Chicano was a term that emerged in the middle to late 1960s to denote a politically 
aware and active individual of Mexican American descent” (Becerra, 1988: 145).
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
CHAPTER 3
THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK AND HYPOTHESES
Theoretical Framework 
Living arrangements of the elderly have been studied from the perspective of 
economic resources (Burr, 1990; Burr and Mutchler, 1992) and the context of cultural 
norms (Kamo and Zhou, 1994). In the present research, in addition to these two 
approaches, I consider geographic context to approach the elderly’s living arrangements 
as a choice of living. The choice often arises from utilizing the available resources 
(Burr, 1990; Burr and Mutchler, 1992). This behavior of utilizing the available 
resources is a primary concept of rational choice theory (Diamond, 1992). Yet, among 
minority groups, the choice of living is presumably predominated by cultural norms 
(Becerra, 1988; Cowgill 1986; Kamo, 1988; Sanchez-Ayedez, 1988). The cultural 
norms are internalized in individuals as a fundamental value system and reflect 
individuals’ behavior (Coleman, 1990). Family solidarity is one of the cultural norms 
that is assumed to influence a choice o f living. Thus, rational choice theory and family 
solidarity form the base for the theoretical framework for the present study. Within this 
theoretical context, I will examine three types of living arrangements (independent 
living, joint living, and dependent living) to explicate the effects of resources, cultural 
norms, and geographic context on the elderly’s choice of living.
36
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Independent Living
Independent living consists of an older person living alone or with a spouse 
only; the person is a household head or the spouse of a household head. Because the 
idea of independence is an important value in American culture, it should follow that 
independent living is the preferable choice for elderly Americans. Therefore, it is not 
surprising that the majority of older people desire independent living (Burch and 
Matthews, 1987; McAuley and Blieszner, 1985; Soldo, 1981; Troll, 1971). Also, it is 
important to note that independent living is positively associated with an older person’s 
economic resources (Burr, 1990; Burr and Mutchler, 1993b; 1992). But, access to 
economic resources is not the only factor in this regard. Physical capacity is another 
important resource that affects independent living. Physically disabled older persons 
are restricted in their choices of independent living. Thus, I will construct the 
hypotheses on the assumption that independent living is a preferred choice for the 
elderly.
An older person acting on the assumptions of rational choice theory would 
choose a living arrangement that is more profitable or advantageous than other possible 
choices. Because independent living appears to be the preference for most Americans, 
and because the availability of resources enhances one’s ability to choose among 
alternatives, it is reasonable to expect that those who have sufficient resources would 
choose independent living.
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Joint Living and Dependent Living
Because joint and dependent living are structurally similar, they are often 
discussed as extended households (Ward, Logan, and Spitze, 1992). Both arrangements 
represent an extended household.1 The basic structure of an extended household type of 
living arrangement is that an older person lives with other persons, such as adult 
children, siblings, and/or friends. However, a significant difference between joint and 
dependent living is whether or not an older person is a household head. The status of 
household head is determined by economic independence. In the joint living situation, 
an older person is a head of the household, while in the dependent living situation, 
someone else, often an offspring, is a head of the household. In joint living, the elderly 
are presumed to have sufficient economic resources to maintain their own households. 
Aquilino (1990) and Ward et al. (1992) suggest that joint living is usually due to adult 
children’s needs rather than parental needs. If so, joint living would be an altruistic 
rational choice for the elderly.
The extended household appears to be more common among minority groups 
(Angel, Angel, McClellan, and Markides, 1996; Burr and Mutchler, 1992; 1993a;
1993b; Kamo and Zhou, 1994). This may be due to cultural norms which place a 
positive value on living with other family members (Hechter et al., 1990). In fact, the 
extended household is prevalent among Asians as a cultural or traditional pattern of 
living arrangements (Cowgill, 1986). The norm of filial piety enforces the extended 
household for them; the married eldest son and his family are obligated to live with his
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parents (Kamo, 1988). In Hispanic culture as well, the cultural norms regarding family 
solidarity encourage the extended household (Martinez, 1986). In this case, choosing 
the extended household would be a type of behavior obligated by the cultural norms.
The availability or level of an individual’s resources is important to consider 
prior to applying the rational choice framework because the framework implies that the 
resources are used to attain maximum benefits. An individual’s economic and health 
conditions are important resources, which directly affect the person’s choice (Burr,
1990; Burr and Mutchler, 1992; Wolf, 1984; Wolf and Soldo, 1988). More specifically, 
the availability of economic resources and the level o f physical capacity determine the 
choice of independent living. The potential availability of children is another important 
resource which relates to an older person’s living arrangements. Obviously, the 
potential availability of children is the most crucial when the extended household is 
preferred. Also, the potential availability of children appears to provide the elderly an 
opportunity to avoid unwilling living arrangements, such as institutionalization. For 
example, among those unmarried older women (widows, divorced/separated, never- 
married) who are unable to live alone due to poor economic and/or health conditions, 
those who do not have children may have to live in an institution, while those who have 
children have the option o f living with their children (Wolf, 1984).
Local or geographic conditions and structures have a profound influence on the 
availability of resources at not only the public level but also the individual level. Local 
economic conditions have an impact on the availability of houses, jobs, and other social
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and economic resources (e.g., public facilities, transportation) which influence an older 
individual’s living arrangements. More specifically, economically advantageous areas 
would have better social support/assistant programs, transportation, or facilities which 
may allow the elderly their preferred choices. For example, Florida is one of the places 
where independent elderly preferably live, but when they become very old, 
impoverished, widowed, or physically disabled, they often leave Florida and return to 
the Northeast or the Midwest where medical facilities and other social services are w'ell 
organized and/or where their family members live (Soldo and Agree, 1988). Thus, 
context of areas appears to impact their preferred living arrangements.
Another geographic context which is presumed to be related to the elderly’s 
living arrangements is racial/ethnic concentrations in the areas. Historically, minority 
groups are unequally distributed throughout the United States (Glasgow et al., 1993; 
Min; 1988) and retain their traditional culture (Cowgill, 1986). The elderly who live in 
areas where their racial/ethnic groups are concentrated may have more cultural impact 
than those who live in the areas where their race/ethnic groups are less concentrated. 
Thus, in these areas, the cultural or traditional pattern of living arrangements may 
predominate the elderly’s choice o f living. These theoretical frameworks, as well as my 
research interests, which I addressed in chapter one, will reflect my hypotheses.
Hypotheses
My hypotheses are informed by two approaches to living arrangements: the 
rational choice and cultural perspectives.
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A. Resources and Choice
1. Individual or Family—The following hypotheses are based on individual resources
(economic resources, physical condition, and potential availability o f children)
Hypothesis R1: An older person’s actual/current choice o f living arrangement is 
related to this availability or level of resources. More specifically, 
the elderly who have more resources (economic resources, physical 
capacity) tend to choose independent living or joint living, while 
the elderly who have fewer resources tend to choose dependent 
living.
Hypothesis Rla: The elderly with higher incomes are more likely to choose 
independent or joint living than those who have lower 
incomes.
Hypothesis R ib: The elderly with health problems are more likely to choose an 
extended household arrangement (joint or dependent living)2 
than those who are healthier.
Hypothesis R2: The elderly with multiple children are more likely to choose an 
extended household arrangement (joint or dependent living) than 
those with few or no children.
2. Structural Context—The following hypotheses are based on geographical context in
the labor market areas
Hypothesis R3: In labor market areas that contain major metro centers,
independent living is more likely to exist than the other areas.
Hypothesis R4: The elderly who live in areas where housing costs are higher are 
more likely to choose an extended household arrangement (joint 
or dependent living) than independent living.
B. Culture and Choices
1. Individual or Family—The following hypotheses are based on individual cultural 
characteristics or background.
Hypothesis C l : Among Hispanics and Asians, the elderly who strongly identify 
with their ethnic cultural norms are more likely to choose an 
extended household (dependent or joint living) than those with less 
consideration of family Solidarity-
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Hypothesis C la-1: The elderly Hispanics or Asians who speak their native 
languages at home are more likely to choose an extended 
household (joint or dependent living) than those who do not.
Hypothesis C lb: The elderly Hispanics or Asians who recently immigrated to 
the United States are more likely to choose extended 
household (joint or dependent living) than those who 
immigrated earlier or are native bom.
2. Structural Context—The following hypothesis is based on geographical context in 
the labor market areas
Hypothesis C2: In areas where African-Americans, Asians or Hispanics
concentrate, the extended household (dependent or independent 
living) is more prevalent than in the areas where they are less 
concentrated.
Notes for Chapter 3
1. Joint and dependent living are subcategories of extended household. I distinguish 
between these two types of arrangements because they are determined to a larger extent 
by available resources. I call the living arrangements of either joint or dependent living 
“extended household arrangement” since both joint and dependent living allow non­
relatives in a household.
2. Condition of extended household arrangements is given by the combination of results 
from both logistic regressions of independent/joint vs. dependent and of joint vs. 
dependent living. Each logistic regression will partially test hypotheses.




Public Use Microdata Sample-L (PUMS-L)
I used the Labor Market Area version of the 1990 Public Use Microdata Sample 
(PUMS-L)1 to examine the elderly’s living arrangements with regard to resources and 
cultural norms. This data set allows individual level as well as context level analyses. 
The PUMS-L is unique because it contains geographical identifiers for 394 labor market 
areas in the United States, which are constructed on the basis of commuting zones by 
Killian and Tolbert (1993). These Census data contain a large number of cases and a 
broad range of information on individual and household characteristics, which can be 
used to examine an older individual’s relationship to other household members and to 
derive general patterns of the elderly’s living arrangements. Unfortunately, there is a 
crucial limitation in this data set; the number of children ever bom is only available for 
women, even though it is an important variable to analyze the effect of potential 
availability of children.
County Statistic File (CQ-STAT)
For the contextual variables (housing value and the proportion of racial 
composition), I used the 1996 revision of the CO-STAT (county statistic file). The CO- 
STAT is prepared by the Bureau o f the Census (USA Counties on CD-ROM). These
43
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files contain a collection o f the Bureau of the Census and other Federal agencies, and 
they provide data for the United States, 50 states and the District of Colombia, and 
3,142 counties or county equivalents defined as o f January 1, 1992. I aggregated the 
county-level data into labor market areas and merged with the PUMS-L by labor market 
area code with the individual data.
Sample Selection
My focus in this study is the older individual who was 65 years of age or over 
and who lived in the United States in 1989. I excluded those who are Native 
Americans, Eskimos Pacific Islanders-origin, or institutionalized. With this criteria, the 
sample size was 150,419, consisting of 62,325 men (40.9 percent) and 88,094 women 
(59.1 percent). I categorized this sample into four racial/ethnic groups (whites, Blacks, 
Hispanics, and Asians) yielding 135,634 whites (90.2 percent), 9,896 Blacks (6.6 
percent), 3,665 Hispanics (2.4 percent), and 1,224 Asian (0.8 percent). Because the 
white sub-sample was very large compared with the other racial/ethnic sub-samples, I 
randomly selected ten percent of the sub-white sample to equalize its size to other 
samples.2 Also, weights were employed due to adjusting over sampling in rural areas. 
Thus, my final adjusted sample size3 is 32,744, consisting of 13,347 males (40.8%) and 
19,396 females (59.2%).
The Census Bureau derived the sample from an iterative ratio estimation 
procedure for weighting each sample person or housing unit record. The sample 
proportion in each track and block numbering areas was different. Residence units in
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governmental units4 with a precensus (1988) estimated population of fewer than 2,500 
persons were sampled at l-in-2. Residence units in tracts and block numbering areas 
with a precensus residence unit count below 2,000 residence units were sampled at 1-in- 
6 for those portions not in small governmental units. Housing units within the Census 
tracts and block numbering areas with 2,000 or more residence units were sampled at 1- 
in-8 for those portions not in small governmental units. The important point is that the 
rural areas were over-sampled. In the 1990 PUMS-L, the range of a person weight5 is 
from 0 to 4,519.
Weighting
The original sample is unrepresentative of minority populations in major 
metropolitan areas. More specifically, since a large proportion of Asians and Hispanics 
reside in the urban areas (Effland and Kassel, 1996), they are underestimated compared 
with those who are in the rural areas. In fact, the proportions o f these minority groups 
in the original sample (unweighted sample) are smaller than the present sample 
(weighted sample). In order to obtain a more representative sample, I constructed a new 
weight, which is based on my sample, since original weight is constructed based on the 
U.S. total population. A formula for the new weight is the following:
Original Weight
New Weight = --------------------------------------------------------------------
Weighted total population / My original total sample.
The new weight ranges from 0 to 17.96, and the mean of the range is 1.15 (SD = 1.02).
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Conceptual Model
My model contains four kinds of factors or dimensions that affect the elderly’s 
living arrangements. My analysis and conceptual concerns are with three of these 
dimensions: resources, culture, and context. Individual characteristics, which have a 
marked influence on living arrangements, are included as control variables. I use age, 
marital status, and educational attainment as indicators for individual characteristics.
Conceptual model (see page 47) presents the basic conceptual design of the 
present study. I constructed the model to allow an empirical analysis of the rational 
choice and cultural norms perspectives. It consists of three major dimensions. The first 
dimension, the elderly’s resources (economic resources, functional ability, and potential 
availability of children) is generally associated with rational choice. Available 
resources enhance the elderly’s ability to attain a preferred choice. Generally, it is 
assumed that resources will be used toward attaining independence. In other words, the 
elderly’s choice of living arrangements appears to be controlled by the availability of 
their resources. The second dimension addresses cultural norms regarding family 
solidarity. In this vein, I am using two indicators: the language spoken at home and the 
duration of residence in the United States. Older persons who speak their native 
language at home are more likely to have retained their cultural identity. Language per 
se is a cultural form, and speaking a language is an enactment of a culture (Briggs,
1986). Furthermore, language transmits the inherent aspects o f culture from generation 
to generation.
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Even though African-Americans are a minority group with a unique culture, 
most are native-born, and their culture was developed in the United States since they 
involuntarily immigrated. However, in my sample, about two-thirds of Hispanics and 
Asians are immigrants who brought their cultural heritage with them. Therefore, I only 
use the Hispanic and Asian samples in the second dimension. The second dimension 
(focusing on culture) will allow us to explore the importance of family solidarity in the 
cultures that affect the elderly’s living arrangements.
The third dimension focuses on socioeconomic characteristics o f areas in which 
the elderly reside. As mentioned earlier, I assume that such structural factors affect older 
individuals’ living arrangements. To measure the economic climate in each labor 
market area, I use housing values. I use the population size o f labor market areas as an 
indicator of economic diversity and the availability of public amenities. Finally, I use 
racial/ethnic concentration as another structural indicator which appears to involve a 
cultural pattern of living arrangements.
Variables and Measurement
Individual Characteristics
The living arrangements of the elderly are obviously associated with a number 
o f older individuals’ unique characteristics. More specifically, age, which is an 
imperative factor for studying aging, sex, marital status, race/ethnicity, and/or the level
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of education vary among individuals, and they are related to the elderly’s living 
arrangements (Borsch-Supan, 1989; Soldo and Agree; 1988).
Age. Although older people sometimes appear to be one homogeneous group, they are 
a relatively heterogeneous group of people. Their functional abilities, economic 
conditions, and other properties (e.g., size of social networks, social roles) differ in 
terms o f their age. In general, older people are classified into three groups: the young- 
old, the middle-old, and the older-old (Atchley, 1997). The young-old, who are 
between 65 to 74 years of age, tend to be active and independent. Some in this group 
are still in the labor force. The middle-old are those who are between 75 to 84 years of 
age. The number of widows/widowers rapidly increases in this age. The elderly who 
are in the older-old group (85 years of age and older) generally require at least some 
types o f support or assistance, and the number of coresident and institutionalized people 
dramatically increases after 85 years of age. The mean age of my sample is 73.3 years:
72.6 years for men and 73.8 years for women.6 Because the life-expectancy of women 
is longer than men, the proportion of women in the older population is larger than that 
of men. This increases the likelihood that women will change living arrangements due 
to the death of their spouses. I report findings for age by categories in my descriptive 
analysis. However, age is treated as a continuous variable in the multivariate analyses. 
Marital Status. The elderly are categorized into two groups: married (reference group) 
and unmarried7 (widowed, divorced, separated and never-married). These categories are 
evenly distributed ir. my sample with 49.4 percent married and 50.6 percent unmarried.
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However, the percentage of women who are married is less than half of that of men—
34.3 percent of the women are married, and 71.4 percent of the men are married. 
Additionally, the proportion of married people dramatically decreases after 75 years of 
age. Changing marital status (widow/widower) could be related to the transition in 
living arrangements (changing to living alone or living with others), and these events 
are positively related to age.
Race/Ethnicity. Race/ethnicity is a key factor in my analysis of living arrangements.
A number of studies have examined this factor. Blacks, Hispanics, Asians, and 
combinations of these groups have been compared with whites (e.g., Beck and Beck, 
1989; Burr and Mutchler, 1993a; Burr, 1990). Also, some Hispanic sub-groups (Burr 
and Mutchlder, 1992) or Asian sub-groups (Burr and Mutchler, 1993b; Kamo and Zhou, 
1994) have been compared with non-Hispanic whites. In this study, I will categorize 
older people into four racial/ethnic groups: whites (reference group), Blacks, Hispanics, 
and Asians.
The white group consists of those who are mainly European in origin. This 
category represents 40.7 percent (13,341) of the total sample. Of this white sample, 41 
percent are male and 58.2 percent are female. Approximately 93.0 percent of them are 
native-born.
o
The Black group consists of those who are mainly of African origin. This 
category represents 36.9 percent (12,083) of the total sample. This Black sample
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includes 38.9 percent male and 61.1 percent women. Approximately 96.7 percent o f 
them are native-born.
The Hispanic group consists o f those who are Spaniard, Mexican, Central 
American, South American, Puerto Rican, Cuban, Dominican, or other Spanish or 
Hispanic in origin. About half of the Hispanic sample is Mexican, 49.9 percent. The 
next largest group is Cuban, 18.4 percent, and the following is Puerto Rican at 10.0 
percent. Each of the remaining Hispanic sub-groups is less than 6 percent of the total 
Hispanic sample. The Hispanic group represents 16.1 percent (5,243) of the total 
sample. This Hispanic sample includes 41.1 percent males (2,156) and 58.9 percent 
females (3,087). More than 60 percent are foreign-bom.
The Asian group consists of those who are Chinese, Japanese, Filipino, Korean, 
Indian, or of other Asian origin. Out of this sample, 27.2 percent are Japanese, 26.9 
percent are Chinese, 23.2 percent are Filipino, and 9.9 percent are Korean. Each o f  the 
remaining Asian sub-groups is less than 5 percent of the total Asian sample. The Asian 
sample is 2,077 (6.4% of the total sample): 915 males (44.1%) and 1,162 females 
(55.9%). Approximately 70 percent are foreign-bom.
Education. The level of education is measured by the number of years of completed 
schooling reported for each individual. The PUMS-L does not report evenly by school 
years.9 Therefore, I recorded educational attainment as follows. Those who attained less 
than the fifth grade are given 4 years of education. Between the fifth and eighth grades, 
6.5 years of education are given. High school graduates are given 12 years of
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education, while those who did not accomplish a diploma but finished twelve grade are 
given 11.5 years. This scale is primarily based on a person’s achieved years of 
education. The new scale of the educational level ranges from 4 to 22 years of 
education. Its mean is 9.76 years of education (SD = 4.08).
Resources
Individuals’ resources, such as economic resources, functional capacity and the 
number of children, are important factors when we consider the elderly’s choice of 
living.
Economic Resources. Availability and the level of the economic resources directly 
affect the elderly’s independence in choosing living arrangements (Burr and Muthcler, 
1993a; 1993b; Borsch-Supan, 1989). In measuring economic resources, total personal 
income in 1989 is used. The components of the total personal income are earned 
income, Social Security income, public assistance, income from assets, and other 
sources. For married people, total income of husband and wife is applied to each 
person's income.10 However, sometimes, a spouse is under 65 years old, even though 
my sample is 65 years of age or over. In this case, the younger spouse’s income is 
added to the target person’s income.
Physical Disability. I measured physical disability using four items from the PUMS-L, 
limited ability to work, the inability to work, lack of mobility, and the need for personal 
care. Respondents answered “yes” or “no” to questions regarding each of these aspects 
of their physical ability. Each affirmative response was assigned a score of “ 1,”
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creating summated scores ranging from 0 (no physical disability) to 4 (the most 
seriously disabled). Physical disability implies one’s need for support or assistance, so 
the level of physical disability reflects one’s dependency (Stinner, Byun, and Paita, 
1990).
Availability of Children. Potential availability of children is measured by fertility (the 
number of children ever bom). Because this variable is only available for women, I 
apply this variable for women only. To measure this, I used five categories: 1) no child;
2) one child; 3) two children; 4) three or four children; 5) more than four children.
Those with no children are used as a reference group, and four dummy variables are 
created.
Culture
For the ethnic elderly, cultural factors become crucial. I use the language 
spoken at home and the duration of residence in the U.S. to measure cultural effects. 
Language Spoken at Home. Language is more than a communication system. It is 
strongly related to a culture (Martinez, 1986); it embodies social functions, such as the 
speech community, group boundaries and solidarity, physical contact and performative 
language (Johnson, 1989). Culture cannot exist without a language because language is 
a medium of transmitting culture. Speaking a native language at home is a primitive 
form of preserving a native culture. Using a native language at home appears to 
indicate sharing the same value system which implies that language reflects ethnic
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identity (Stevens, 1992). The ethnic identity is expected to be associated with 
adherence to familistic ideals among Hispanics and Asians.
In the cultural model, only Hispanics and Asians are considered. “The ability to 
speak the English language proficiently” and “whether a person speaks English at home 
or not” are reported the PUMS-L and appear to be useful for measuring cultural effects 
regarding family norms. However, these two variables are redundant. English language 
proficiency is measured among those who speak a language other than English at home. 
As a result, “English language proficiency” and “the native language spoken at home” 
are highly correlated. Since my focus is on the cultural effect of speaking a native 
language, I used “the native language spoken at home” as a measure of the cultural 
effect.
The Census asked if a respondent speaks only English or another language at 
home. Even if someone who does not speak English may speak another language but 
not a native language at home, it would be very rare. So, I have assumed in the present 
study that those who do not speak English at home speak a native language. Those who 
speak only English are coded as 0 (reference group), while those who speak non- 
English language are coded as 1.
Length of Residence in the U.S. The duration of residence in the United States is 
another indicator measuring cultural norms regarding family solidarity. The duration of 
residence, which is reported in PUMS-L by the year of migration, could indicate the 
person’s acculturation/accommodation in the American culture, which in turn could
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influence the person’s preferred choice of living. If an older person lives in the United 
States for a long time and lives in an extended household, the extended household may 
be his/her preferred choice of living based on cultural norms regarding family solidarity. 
The duration of residence since immigration refers to the actual length of U.S. 
residence, computed from the date of arrival in the United States. Since the response 
categories reported in the PUMS-L are not in even intervals,11 the midpoint is used for 
computing the duration of residence. For the category before 1950, a value of 50 is 
given. For those who were bom in the United States, a value of 65 is given.
Geographic Context
An important part of my model addresses the question o f how locational factors 
affect older persons’ living arrangements. Geographic location, urban vs. rural 
habitation, economic climate, and racial composition, which are assumed to impact an 
older individual’s choice of living, will be employed as contextual factors.12 Size of the 
labor market areas, which is related to the areal economic development and housing 
values, will indicate the economic climate in the areas. The labor market areas are used 
as an aggregational unit.
Metropolitan Status. For the classification of labor market areas as metropolitan or 
non-metropolitan, I will use Tolbert and Sizer’s (1996) criteria, which classified labor 
market areas into six groups: 1) small town/rural areas where the population of the 
largest place in the labor market area in 1990 was less than 5,000; 2) small urban centers 
where the population of the largest place ranged from 5,000 to less than 20,000 in 1990;
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3) larger urban centers where the population of the largest place in 1990 was at least
20.000.4) small metro centers where the population of the largest Metropolitan 
Statistical Area (MSA)13 in the labor market area was less than 250,000 in 1990; 5) 
medium metro centers where the population of the largest MSA was at least 250,000 but 
less than 1,000,000; and 6) major metro centers where the population of the largest 
MSA in 1990 was 1,000,000 or greater or where the labor market areas are part of a 
Consolidated Metropolitan Statistical Area (CMSA).14 The nonmetropolitan 
commuting zones and labor market areas include small rural towns, small urban centers, 
and larger urban centers. The metropolitan labor market areas include small metro 
centers, medium metro centers, and major metro centers. More than half of this sample 
resides in the major metropolitan areas (category 6). A very small number of the elderly 
is in the rural areas. Approximately 8 percent o f them live in rural areas (category 2 or
3). This tendency does not differ among men and women. Since the proportions of 
category 2 and category 3 are very small, I combined them as a nonmetropolitan area. 
Therefore, for analysis I categorized the labor marker areas into four groups: (1) 
"nonmetro” where the central area’s population is less then 20,000; (2) “medium 
metoro” where the central area’s population is more than 20,000 but less than 250,000; 
(3) “large metro” where the central area’s population is more than 250,000 but less than
1.000.000; and (4) “major metro” where the central population is more than 1,000,000. 
“Major metro” will be the reference category. I merge these categories with PUMS-L.
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Housing Value. Housing value may be higher in the economically advanced areas than 
in the less advanced economic areas. Housing values are estimated from the owner 
occupied houses, and the housing values are self reported. Because mean housing 
values of each county/parish is available in CO-STAT, I calculate the mean housing 
value of each labor market area. Thus, individual persons have the mean housing value 
of each labor market area in which they live.
Racial Concentration. Racial concentration may influence the older person’s choice of 
living arrangement. Percentages are used for describing the racial composition in the 
labor market areas. Because the number of people of each racial/ethnic group in each 
county/parish is available in CO-STAT, I calculate the percentage o f each racial/ethnic 
group in each labor market area. Therefore, each person is given the percentage which 
concurs with his/her race/ethnicity. Although the proportions of non-Hispanic whites 
are higher and a majority in all the labor market areas, their proportions will be used for 
the statistical consistency.
Dependent Variable
The dependent variable is the elderly’s living arrangements, which I measure as 
three types. This can be done with PUMS-L data by creating and weighting separate 
data files for households. I create the household type’s variable using the variables 
(household/family type, number of persons in family, number of persons in family, 
presence of person under 18 years in household, relationship with other family 
members, detailed relationship15) in PUMS-L. Each individual person is categorized
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into one of four types of living arrangements (living alone, living with spouse only, 
living with others, and coresiding into someone else’s household).16
Independent living, which is the most frequently found mode o f living for the 
elderly in the U.S. (e.g., Borsch-Supan, 1990; Burch and Matthews, 1987; Burr and 
Mutchler, 1992; Cowgill, 1986), is defined by the elderly who are economically 
independent from others and who run their own household with a spouse, if any, and the 
household does not contain any other person (independent living-type 1). The second 
type involves an old parent as a household head or a spouse of a household head living 
with others (joint living—type 2). Elderly persons usually choose this arrangement due 
to their children’s needs (Aquilino, 1990; Ward, Logan, and Spitze, 1992). Although 
this may apply to non-Hispanic whites and African Americans, it may not be true for 
Hispanics and Asians. For them, choosing an extended household, either joint living or 
dependent living, may be because o f their cultural norms. For these ethnic groups, the 
important thing is that the elderly live in multiple generation households, regardless of 
who is a household head. The third choice is dependent living, in which an older person 
coresides in someone else’s household (dependent living—type 3). The elderly usually 
live in their children’s households.
Methods of Analyses
Research Design
My research was formulated to address hypotheses about the influence rational 
choice and cultural factors on living arrangements o f the elderly. In this regard, I had to
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
59
take into consideration both conceptual concerns and limitations of the data. This led to 
the following analytical steps. I examine each of the four racial groups. Also, because 
the number of children ever bom is only available for women, men and women are 
examined independently. Additionally, cultural variables are applied only to Hispanic 
and Asian groups, because the measurements of the cultural effect exclusively apply to 
racial/ethnic groups with many immigrants and/or many people whose native languages 
are not English.
Two combinations of living arrangements will be tested because I have three 
categories of dependent variables. To avoid violating the assumption of 
orthogonal/independent comparison (Blalock, 1979) and to accomplish my interests, I 
will use the following two comparisons. In the first comparison, I combine independent 
and joint living to be one category to be compared with the category o f dependent 
living. The second comparison is of independent and joint living~in both groups, the 
elderly are the head o f a household.
Organization of Models
Table 4-1 describes the types of analytical model. My first step will be to test 
Model 1 (resource model), with regards to the importance of availability and level of 
resources affecting living arrangements. Second, I will add contextual variables to 
Model 1, which will be tested as Model 2. Both Models 1 and 2 will run separately for 
racial/ethnic groups. Also, separate models will be run for women with the number of 
children ever bom added to Models 1 and 2.
















WHITE. BLACK. HISPANIC. ASIAN
Age, Marital Status, Education, Economic Resources, Physical Disability
Age, Marital Status, Education, Economic Resources, Physical Disability 
Metropolitan Status, Housing Value, Racial/ethnic Concentration
HISPANIC. ANSI AN
Age, Marital Status, Education, Economic Resources, Physical Disability 
Non-English at home, Duration o f  Residence in the U.S.
Age, Marital Status, Education, Economic Resources, Physical Disability 
Metropolitan Status, Housing Value, Racial/ethnic Concentration 
Non-English at home. Duration o f  Residence in the U.S.
WHITE. BLACK. HISPANIC. ASIAN
Age, Marital Status, Education, Economic Resources, Physical Disability
Age, Marital Status, Education, Economic Resources, Physical Disability 
Number o f  Children
Age, Marital Status, Education, Economic Resources, Physical Disability 
Metropolitan Status, Housing Value, Racial/ethnic Concentration
Age, Marital Status, Education, Economic Resources, Physical Disability 
Number o f  Children
Metropolitan Status, Housing Value, Racial/ethnic Concentration 
HISPANIC. ASIAN
Age, Marital Status, Education, Economic Resources, Physical Disability 
Non-English at home, Duration o f  Residence in the U.S.
Age, Marital Status, Education, Economic Resources, Physical Disability 
Number o f  Children
Non-English at home. Duration o f  Residence in the U.S.
Age, Marital Status, Education, Economic Resources, Physical Disability 
Metropolitan Status, Housing Value. Racial/ethnic Concentration 
Non-English at home. Duration o f  Residence in the U.S.
Age, Marital Status, Education, Economic Resources, Physical Disability 
Metropolitan Status, Housing Value, Racial/ethnic Concentration 
Number o f  Children
Non-English at home, Duration o f  Residence in the U.S.
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For testing the cultural variables, only Hispanic and Asian samples are used. 
Cultural variables will be added to Models 1 and 2, which will be tested as Models 3 
and 4. To assess the effects o f children, separate models for women will include the 
number of children ever bom.
Totally, four models will be analyzed for men: two models will be used for 
whites and Blacks and all four models for Hispanics and Asians. For women, totally, 
eight models will be analyzed: four models for whites and Blacks and eight models for 
Hispanics and Asians. These models are primarily applied to two combinations of 
living arrangements: (1) independent/joint living vs. dependent living and (2) 
independent living vs. joint living. In addition, although the combination of joint living 
vs. dependent living is not on orthogonal/independent comparison (Blalock, 1979), for 
the sake of additional information, I will analyze this contrast for against two original 
comparisons.
Applying Logistic Regression
I use binary logistic models to estimate the effects of individual 
characteristics, resources, and the environmental context for each comparison of living 
arrangements. An Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) regressions would not be appropriate 
for the categorical dependent variable (Aldrich and Nelson 1984). I, therefore, use the 
logistic regression model for my analysis.
The logit model is based on the following equation:
log ( P /1 -  P) = £bk Xk. (4.1)
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Logit parameters are estimated by Maximum Likelihood Estimation. The 
interpretation involves two issues. One is to determine the functional relationship 
between the dependent and independent variables, and the other is to define the unit of 
change for the independent variable (Hosmer and Lemeshow, 1989: 38). The odds 
ratios indicate the risk that the event of interest will occur in one group relative to the 
other group. An odds ratio that is greater than 1 indicates that the odds of being the 
event of interest increase when the independent variable increases, while an odds ratio 
that is less than 1 indicates that the odds of being the event of interest decrease when the 
independent variable increases (Menard, 1995: 49). The coefficients for independent 
variables indicate log-odds. The interpretation of a coefficient for a continuous 
independent variable is that a unit change in the variable leads to a change equivalent to 
the coefficient in the log odds ratio. The coefficients can be easily converted to odds 
ratio for a unit changes in independent variables by taking antilogs.
Comparing Coefficients of Racial or Ethnic Groups
For comparing each coefficient between whites and each of the minorities, I 
used interaction terms. Interaction terms can test coefficients between one group and 
the other groups. The chi-square test of difference between two coefficients indicates 
the significance of comparing coefficients in the two groups which is equivalent to t- 
tests between two sets of OSL regression coefficients (Pedhazur, 1973: 458-469).
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Fitness of the Data 10 the Models
For the fitness of the data to the models, I use the likelihood ratio test. The 
likelihood ratio test is based on the idea that if the restrictions are true, the value of the 
likelihood function maximized with the restrictions imposed cannot differ too much 
from the value of the likelihood function maximized without the imposition of the 
restrictions (Kmenta, 1986: 491-495). The equation for the fit of the model is:
C = (-21ogL0)-(-21ogLl) (4.2)
where L0 is the value of the likelihood function for the full model as fitted and L0 is the 
maximum value of the likelihood function if all coefficients except the intercept are 0. 
That is, the computed chi-square value tests the hypothesis that all coefficients except 
the intercept are 0 (Aldrich and Nelson, 1984). I will use equation 4.2 for testing the 
fitness of the models between other combination of two models in this study. 
Contribution of Independent Variables in a Logistic Regression Model
Comparing the relative contribution of independent variables in logistic 
regression is difficult. The R statistic that is shown in Statistical Package for the Social 
Sciences (SPSS) manual (Norusis, 1990: 122) can estimate the partial coefficient 
between the dependent variable and each of the independent variables. R ranges in 
value from -1 to +1. Large values for R indicate that the variable has a large 
contribution in the model
(Norusis, 1990: 122). The equation for the R statistics is:
R = V(Wald Statistic -  2K) /  -2 logL0 (4.3)
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where K is the degree of freedom for the variable. The denominator is -2 times the log 
likelihood of the base model that contains only the intercept. The sign of the 
corresponding coefficient is attached to R. The value o f 2K in equation 4.3 is an 
adjustment for the number of parameters estimated. If the numerator is negative, R is 
set to 0 (Norusis, 1990: 122).
For testing the contribution o f independent variables, I use a model including all 
applicable variables to keep consistency with other comparative groups. In some cases, 
the best fitted model varies with race/ethnicity or gender.
Notes for Chapter 4
1. PUMS-L is a minimum 0.25 percent sample. Like all PUMS geographic units, the 
labor market areas must have a population of at least 100,000 persons. To avoid having 
as a few as 250 cases in smaller labor market areas, the Bureau made an effort to supply 
at least 2,000 person records per labor market areas. Inclusion of these additional 
person records resulted in 0.45 percent sample (Tolbert, Beggs, and Boudreaux, 1995).
2. To control for high level of significance due to large sample size.
3. Consequently, the white sample was reduced by 3.07 percent, while the Black 
sample was increased 1.45 percent, the Hispanic sample was increased by 1.05 percent, 
and the Asian sample was increased by 0.57 percent.
4. Government units were defined for sampling purpose as parishes in Louisiana, and 
all minor civil divisions in Connecticut, Maine, Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota, 
New Hampshire, New Jersey, New York, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Vermont, and 
Wisconsin (Census of Population and Housing, 1990).
5. If a person is given a weight o f 5, the person represents 5 people. The values of 
weight which are less than 1 are converted to 0.
6. The elderly whose ages are older than 90 years are treated as one age group “90 and 
over,” so the actual mean age would be higher than the estimated mean age.
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7. The proportion of widows is 24.3% (31,344), that of divorced is 6.7% (8,662), and 
that of separated is 1.4% (1,738).
8. Less than 5 percent are Hispanic origin.
9. PUMS-L uses the following scale for educational attainment:
00 N/A (less than 3 years old)
01 No school completed
02 Nursery school
03 Kindergarten
04 1st, 2nd, 3rd, or 4th grade




09 12th grade, no diploma
10 High school graduate, diploma or GED
11 Some college, but no degree
12 Associate degree in college, occupational program





10. If one’s spouse does not live with the person, only the person’s income was applied.
11. PUMS-L uses the following scale for year of entry in the United States:
00 Bom in the U.S
01 1987 to 1990
02 1985 to 1986
03 1982 to 1984
04 1980 or 1981
05 1975 to 1979
06 1970 to 1974
07 1965 to 1969
08 1960 to 1964
09 1950 to 1959
10 Before 1950
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12. In the zero-order correlation, English proficiency and speaking another language at 
home were highly correlated (more than .60); because those who do not use English 
reported poor English proficiency. So, I dropped English proficiency. Also, in context, 
housing value and income level are highly correlated (more than .60). So, I dropped the 
income level from the models. Since I am interested in living arrangements, housing 
value would be a more relevant measure than income level in each area. Poverty level 
in the labor markets, which is also highly correlated with income level, was kept in the 
model as a measure of economic climate. However, coefficient o f this variable in the 
logistic regression was totally irrelevant. So, I entered contextual variables (housing 
value, poverty level, and racial concentration) in the logistic regression one by one. The 
problem was that poverty level and racial concentration were highly correlated, which 
was not observed in the zero-order correlation. As a result, I chose to keep racial 
concentration in the model, because I focus on the context of culture in the present 
study.
13. MSA is a relatively freestanding metropolitan area and is not closely associated 
with other metropolitan areas. This area typically is surrounded by nonmetropolitan 
counties (Bureau of the Census).
14. CMSA compounds primary metropolitan statistical areas (PMSA’s) which consist 
of a large urbanized county or cluster of counties that demonstrates very strong internal 
economic and social links (Bureau of the Census, 1992).
15. Those who are categorized as "other relative” are sub-categorized to identify the 
relationship with the household head.
16. Before I categorized the three types of the living arrangements, I considered four 
types of living arrangements. The first pattern includes those who live alone or those 
who are married but their spouses do not live with them. Approximately 28.8 percent of 
my sample are in this type. The second type includes those who are a married couple 
living by themselves; no other persons are in this household. This type contains the 
largest percent (33.5 %) in this sample. The third type includes those who are 
household heads or spouses of the household heads who live with others or others’ 
families. In this case, an older person is either married or unmarried. Approximately
24.4 percent of the elderly is in this group, o f which 52.8 percent are married and 34.2 
percent are widowed. Finally, the fourth group includes those who coreside in someone 
else’s households, and 13.2 percent of the sample are in this group. For the analysis, I 
combined the first and second group as independent living.
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CHAPTER 5
DESCRIPTIVE OVERVIEW OF LIVING ARRANGEMENTS
I describe the distribution of living arrangements for my sample by major 
analytical categories. Tables 5-1 presents the description of living arrangements by 
gender. Table 5-2 presents the description of living arrangements by race. Table 5-3 
presents the description of living arrangements by age.
Description of Living Arrangements bv Individual Characteristics
Gender
Gender itself may not directly affect choice of living arrangements, but gender 
differences were reflected in marital status. Approximately 62.4 percent o f my sample 
of the elderly fell in the independent living category (28.8 percent were living alone and
33.6 percent were living with a spouse), 24.4 percent in the joint living category, and 
13.2 percent in the dependent living category.1 Cross-tabulation by gender (see Table 
5-1) showed similar percentage of independent living between men and women; 64.1 
percent of men and 61.2 percent of women were categorized as independent living. 
However, gender had a marked effect on whether one lives alone or with a spouse. The 
percentage of women who lived alone was more than twice that of men, while the 
percentage of women who lived with a spouse was about half that of men. This had 
been described as a typical pattern of the elderly’s living arrangements (Borsch-Supan
67
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All Men Women
Independent Living 62.4 64.1 61.2
Alone 28.8 17.1 36.8
With a Spouse Only 33.6 46.9 24.4
Joint Living 24.4 26.4 23.1
Dependent Living 13.2 9.5 15.7
n 32,744 13,347 19,396
Table 5-2. Living Arrangements (%) by Race/Ethnicity
All White Black Hispanic Asian
Independent Living 79.4 54.5 46.4 39.1
Alone 31.5 32.4 19.8 13.5
With a Spouse Only 47.9 22.1 26.6 25.6
Joint Living 13.9 33.0 31.8 23.5
Dependent Living 6.7 12.5 21.8 37.4
n 13,340 12,083 5,243 2,077
Men White Black Hispanic Asian
Independent Living 80.5 56.4 48.6 39.2
Alone 15.1 23.7 12.6 5.9
With a Spouse Only 65.4 32.7 36.0 33.3
Joint Living 15.7 33.2 37.4 31.7
Dependent Living 3.8 10.4 14.0 29.1
n 5,581 4,695 2,159 915
Women White Black Hispanic Asian
Independent Living 78.6 53.3 44.8 39.2
Alone 43.2 37.9 24.9 19.5
With a Spouse Only 35.4 15.4 19.9 19.7
Joint Living 12.7 32.9 27.9 17.0
Dependent Living 8.7 13.8 27.3 43.8
n 7,760 7,388 3,087 1,162
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1989; 1990; Soldo and Agree, 1988). The percentages of joint living were similar for 
men and women: 26.4 percent of the men and 23.1 percent of the women. Dependent 
living was the least prevalent living arrangement in both groups: 9.5 percent of men and
15.7 percent o f women. These marked gender differences in living alone, living with a 
spouse, and dependent living were mainly due to differences in marital status. Men 
were more likely to be remarried, and women were more likely to be widows (Burch, 
1990; Goldschider, 1990). Also, men would have more economic resources to be 
independent (being a household head) than women.
Race or Ethnicity
Ethnic background was an important factor that allowed us to understand 
culturally different patterns of living arrangements. Table 5-2 illustrates racial/ethnic 
differences in the elderly’s living arrangements. The percentage of each category of 
living arrangements was different for each racial/ethnic groups. Independent living was 
highly prevalent in whites (79.4 percent), which was two times as much as the percent 
of Asians (39.1 percent). About half o f Blacks (54.5 percent) and Hispanics (46.4 
percent) chose independent living. However, the percentages of living alone and living 
with a spouse were quite different between Blacks and Hispanics; living alone was 
higher among Blacks (32.4 percent) than Hispanics (19.8 percent). Whites were more 
likely to lived with a spouse than any other group: 47.9 percent o f whites, 26.6 percent 
of Hispanics, 25.6 percent of Asians, and 22.1 percent of Blacks. The percentage of 
married couples in independent living was smaller among Blacks. Joint living was
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considerably more prevalent among Blacks (33.0 percent) and Hispanics (31.8 percent) 
than among whites (13.9 percent). Asians had the highest level of dependent living 
(37.4 percent) of the racial/ethnic groups. Hispanics also had relatively higher rates o f 
dependent living (21.8 percent), while the rates for Blacks and whites were considerably 
lower (12.5 percent and 6.7 percent respectively).
To summarize, each racial/ethnic group reflected a unique pattern of living 
arrangements. For whites, independent living was a predominant choice. For Blacks, 
joint living appeared to be a prevalent living arrangement even though independent 
living also is common. For Hispanics, extended households (joint or dependent living) 
were more prevalent than nuclear households (independent living). For Asians, 
dependent living was almost as likely as independent living and was more likely than 
joint living. These findings for Asians were contrary to findings of Ward et al. (1992) 
and Aquilino (1990) who suggest that dependent living is uncommon among the 
elderly. This is because Ward et al.’s sample is mainly non-Hispanic whites (95 
percent), and Aquilino does not analyze Asians even though they do so with Blacks and 
Hispanics.
Furthermore, by controlling for race/ethnicity, gender differences became more 
apparent. Among white men, more than 95 percent were household heads. Independent 
living was 80.5 percent and joint living was 15.7 percent. Only 3.8 percent of them 
chose dependent living. Among Black men, 56.4 percent chose independent living.
The percentage of independent living was less than 50 percent among Hispanic (48.6
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percent) and Asian men (39.2 percent). The percentage o f those living alone was 
extremely low among Asian men (only 5.9 percent). Joint living was higher among 
minorities than among whites. Dependent living was also higher among the minority 
men compared to white men, especially among Asian men, 29.1 percent of whom 
coresided in someone else’s households. It appears that independence is markedly 
higher among white men and lower among Asian men, and the extended household type 
arrangement is relatively common among minority men.
For women, the relative distribution of independent living in each racial/ethnic 
group was nearly identical to that of men. White women showed the highest percentage 
in independent living (78.6 percent), followed by 53.2 percent for Black women, 44.8 
percent for Hispanic women, and 39.2 percent for Asian women. However, the 
percentages of women living alone or with a spouse only were much different than 
those for men in each racial/ethnic group. Among white women, 43.2 percent lived 
alone and 35.4 percent lived with a spouse (about half of the percent found for white 
men). Among Black women, 37.8 percent lived alone and 15.4 percent lived with a 
spouse (half that of Black men). Among Hispanic women, 24.9 percent lived alone and 
19.9 percent lived with a spouse. The percentages of living alone and living with a 
spouse were identical for Asian women (19.5 percent and 19.7 percent). It appears that 
living alone is relatively common among white and Black women. Dependent living 
was higher among Asian women (43.8 percent), which was the highest compared to all 
other groups (including men) and compared to the percentage of other categories of
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Asian women. Patterns of living arrangements among Hispanic women were 
distinctive. The percentage in each category of living arrangements was more evenly 
distributed than in the other racial/ethnic groups.
Age
Difference in age is another important consideration in living arrangement 
choices because with age, individual conditions changes, such as decreases in income or 
physical capacity and increases in the likelihood of losing a spouse. Table 5-3 describes 
the patterns of living arrangements by age. For cross-tabulations, I categorized the 
elderly into three groups: (1) “young,” which are those between the ages of 65 and 74; 
(2) “middle,” which are those who were between the ages of 75 and 84; (3) “old,” which 
are those who were over 85 years old. Dependent living was the most prevalent in the 
“old” group—about one-quarter of the elderly in this group chose dependent living. This 
tendency was similar among men and women. However, the percentage of dependent 
living among women was much higher than that of men in each category of living 
arrangements. For women, 12.3 percent of the “young,” 18.5 percent of the “middle,” 
and 28.9 percent (more than one out of four women) lived dependently. For men, 8.0 
percent of the “young,” 11.4 percent of the “middle,” and 17.5 percent of the “old” 
lived dependently. Independent living was the highest in the “middle” group for both 
men (67.6 percent) and women (64.0 percent). Living alone increases with age, while 
living with a spouse decreases with age. For women, living alone dramatically 
increased after the age o f 75 years, and living with a spouse
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All
6 5 -7 4 7 5 -8 4 85 +
Independent Living 61.7 65.3 55.9
Alone 23.6 36.3 41.7
With Spouse Only 38.1 29.0 142
Joint Living 27.9 18.9 18.6
Dependent Living 10.4 15.8 25.5
n 20,372 9,929 2,442
Men
6 5 -7 4 7 5 -8 4 85 +
Independent Living 62.7 67.6 63.1
Alone 15.1 19.4 29.9
With Spouse Only 47.6 48.2 332
Joint Living 29.3 21.0 19.4
Dependent Living 8.0 11.4 17.5
n 8,861 3,749 737
Women
6 5 -7 4 7 5 -8 4 85 +
Independent Living 60.9 64.0 52.8
Alone 30.1 46.6 46.9
With Spouse Only 30.8 17.4 5.9
Joint Living 26.8 17.5 18.3
Dependent Living 12.3 18.5 28.9
n 11,512 6,180 1,705
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Table 5-4. Means, Standard Deviations, and Percentages of Independent 
Variables
lotal white uiacK Hispanic Asian













Economic Resources (S 1.000) 
(mean income)
Physical Disability (mean scores)





More than 4 
Culture
Non-English Spoken at Home (%) 
Duration o f Residence in the U.S.
(mean years)
Context





73.3 72.7 73.8 73.0 74.3
(7.0) (6.7) (7.2) (6.1) (6.7)
49.9 71.4 34.3 78.9 40.9
50.6 28.6 65.7 21.1 59.1
9.8 9.9 9.7 11.4 11.0
(4.1) (4.4) (3.9) (3.7) (3-1)
40.7 41.8 40.0 41.8 40.0
36.9 35.2 38.1 — —
16.0 16.2 15.9 — -
6 3 6.9 6.0 - -
17.4 21.9 14.4 29.5 20.5
(22.6) (26.0) 09.2) (29.1) (21.9)
1.1 1.1 1.2 .9 1.0
(1.6) (1.6) (1.7) (1.4) (1.4)
— 19.3 _ 18.9
- - 15.7 — 16.0
- - 18.3 - 24.5





8.0 8.0 8.0 11.6 11.4
12.8 12.6 13.0 15.0 1S.8
24.2 24.8 23.8 250 242
55.0 54.7 55.2 48.5 48.6
32,744 11.715 16.856 5,581 7.759
72.5 73.6 72.5 73.5 7Z1 72.5
(6.9) (7.5) (7.6) (8.1) (7.6) (8.2)
59.1 25.6 74.3 35.6 82.3 41.7
40.9 74.4 25.7 64.4 17.7 58.3
8.6 9 3 83 7.6 10.7 9.4
(4.1) (3.8) (4.9) (43) (5.4) (5.4)
35.2 38.1
— ~ — —
- — 16.2 15.9 — —
— — - - 6.9 6.0
15.4 9.7 16.4 10.3 22.5 14.6
(16.9) (11-4) (19.9) (15.3) (35.8) (303)
U 1.4 1.0 13 .7 .7
(17) (1.8) (1.7) (1.9) (1-7) (1.7)
_ 23.0 _ 15.6 _ 8.6
- 17.9 — 11.9 - 10.0
- 13.9 — 15.1 — 13.8
- 18.8 - 22.5 — 28.7
— 26.4 - 34.9 — 39.0
_ 86.0 86.4 81.3 83.3
- — 44.5 43.1 33.7 31.3
- - (24.2) (25.7) (33.4) (33.2)
7.5 8.0 2.1 1.6 2.9 2.3
13.3 13.8 9.4 7.9 1.3 1.9
25 8 25 3 220 19 7 25 1 21.7
53.3 52.8 66.6 70.8 70.8 73.8
4,695 7388 2.156 3.086 915 1.162
Note: * Ten percent of white sample.
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dramatically decreased after the age of 85 years (only 5.9 percent of the “old” women 
are living with a spouse). For men, living alone increased after the age of 85 years. For 
both groups, the trend of independent living was in the form of an inverse “U.” Joint 
living was higher in the “young” group for both men (29.3 percent) and women (26.8 
percent) and drops in the “middle” group.
In summary, independent living was a predominant living arrangement among 
white men and women. The extended household type arrangement (either joint or 
dependent living) appears common among minority groups of both men and women. 
More specifically, joint living was more often chosen among all minority men and 
Black and Hispanic women. Dependent living was significantly higher among Asian 
women, followed by Asian men and Hispanic women. These preliminary analyses 
suggest that elderly women and/or minorities have a higher probability of dependent 
living, which previous research has suggested (Beck and Beck, 1989; Bengtson, 
Rosenthal, and Burton, 1990; Burr, 1990; Choi, 1991). In the next section, I will briefly 
describe the independent variables.
Descriptive Overview of Independent Variables 
Table 5-4 reports means, standard deviations and percentages of my 
independent variables by gender and race or ethnicity. A number of results shown as 
this table merit attention.
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Racial or Ethnic Differences
The mean age was slightly different among racial/ethnic groups. White women 
indicated the highest mean age (74.3 years old), while Asian men indicated the lowest 
mean age (72.1 years old). The differences in marital status and the level of economic 
resources were more significant among the racial/ethnic groups. Among men, the 
percentage of being married was the highest among Asians (82.3 percent), followed by 
whites (78.1 percent), Hispanics (74.3 percent), and was the lowest in Blacks (59.1 
percent). Additionally, the percentage of unmarried Black men (the lowest in men’s 
groups) was higher than that o f any groups of women. Among women, the highest 
percentage of being married was for Asians (41.7 percent), followed by whites (40.9 
percent), Hispanics (35.6 percent), and Blacks (26.1 percent). Black women were more 
likely to be unmarried than any other racial/ethnic group, while Asian women were 
more likely to be married than any other race/ethnic group.
The level of economic resources varied with both race/ethnicity and gender. 
White men showed the highest mean of economic resources, $29,500 (SD = $29,100). 
The lowest group was Black women, $9,700 (SD = $11.400), which was about one- 
third of the mean of white men’s. In each racial/ethnic group, women’s income level 
was lower than that of men—about two-thirds of men’s. Income levels o f Blacks and 
Hispanics (both men and women) were lower than that of white women. Black and 
Hispanic women’s income levels were about half of that of white women. Asians were 
a little different from other minority groups. The income levels of both Asian men and
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women were next to that of whites. Yet, the standard deviations o f Asians were higher 
than those of whites. It is assumed that income levels among Asians vary with ethnic 
sub-groups, because Asian sub-groups are more evenly distributed than Hispanic’s.2
In terms of the level of education, men had a higher educational level than 
women. Among Blacks, however, women showed higher educational level than men— 
the mean for women was 9.2 years of education and that for men was 8.6 years of 
education. White men indicated the highest mean level of education (11.4 years of 
education), and Hispanic women indicated the lowest (7.6 years o f education). Both 
white men and women indicated the highest mean level of education, while both 
Hispanic men and women indicated the lowest level. Although educational levels 
among Asians were next to whites, their standard deviations were higher than those of 
whites. This may be the same reason of a higher standard deviation at economic 
resources. The educational levels may also vary with ethnic sub-groups among Asians. 
Since educational level was usually positively related to a person’s income, a higher 
standard deviation at educational level would cause a higher standard deviation at 
economic resources.
In terms of physical disability, both men and women among Blacks indicated the 
highest mean—1.3 for men and 1.4 for women. Among them, 51.7 percent of the men 
and 50.2 percent of the women reported no physical disability and 11.9 percent of the 
men and 13.7 percent of the women reported severe physical problems. Asians 
indicated the lowest—0.7 for both men and woman. Among Asians, 70.6 percent of the
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women and men reported no physical disability and 6.9 percent of the men and 4.7 
percent of the women reported severe physical problems (see Appendix B). In each 
racial/ethnic group, women indicated higher mean scores of physical disability than 
men, except Asians. Men who lived in the community were healthier than women. 
Racially/ethnically, Blacks had more problems with their health, which confirms 
previous research (Schoenbaum and Waidmann. 1997; Shea, Miles, and Hayward,
1996). Asians had better health than other racial/ethnic groups.
Potential availability of children (the number of children ever bom) also varied 
with race and ethnicity. Asian women indicated the highest mean (4.1 children), 
followed by Hispanic women (3.9 children), Black women (3.1 children), and white 
women (2.4 children). Considering each category by the number o f children, in the 
category “none,” surprisingly, Black women indicated the highest percentage (23.0 
percent), followed by white women (18.9 percent), Hispanic women (15.6 percent), and 
Asian women (8.6 percent). In the category “one,” the order was the same as in the 
“none”—Black women (17.9 percent), white women (16.0 percent), Hispanic women 
(11.9 percent), and Asian women (10.0 percent). In the category “two,” white women 
indicated highest (24.5 percent), followed by Hispanic women (15.1 percent), Black 
women (13.9 percent), and Asian women (13.8 percent). In the category “3 - 4,” Asian 
women indicated the highest (28.7 percent), followed by white women (28.3 percent), 
Hispanic women (22.5 percent), and Black women (18.8 percent). In the last category 
“more than 4,” Asian women also showed the highest percentage (39.0 percent),
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followed by Hispanic women (34.9 percent), Black women (26.4 percent), and white 
women (12.3 percent). Hispanic and Asian women had more children than white 
women. More than 90 percent o f Asian women had at least one child, and more than 
half of Hispanic and Asian women had more than three children.
As for contextual variables, I described the distribution of the elderly population 
in the labor market areas. More than half of the elderly lived in the major metropolitan 
areas (population is more than 1,000,000), while only 8.0 percent lived in non­
metropolitan areas (population is less then 20,000). There were few gender differences 
in each area. Racially/ethnically, minority groups were more likely to live in the major 
metropolitan areas than whites. In particular, more than two-thirds of Hispanics and 
Asians lived in the major metropolitan areas, and only a few percentages o f Hispanics 
and Asians lived in the rural areas.
Cultural variables were estimated only for Hispanics and Asians. Many 
Hispanic and Asian elderly did not speak English at home. Approximately 86 percent 
of Hispanic men and women spoke their native language at home. Among Asians, 81.3 
percent of men and 83.3 percent o f women spoke their native languages at home.
English proficiency was related to the probability of using their native languages at 
home. I assumed that those who reported not to speak English use their native language 
at home, and using their native language helps to preserve their traditional cultures 
(Stevens and Swicegood, 1987).
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The mean values of the duration o f residence in the United States in both groups 
were relatively high. Among Hispanics, the mean years of residence in the U.S. was 
44.5 years (SD = 24.2) for men and 43.1 years (SD = 25.7) for women. Among Asians, 
the mean was 33.7 years (SD = 33.4) for men and 31.3 years (SD = 33.2) for women. 
The standard deviation was larger among Asians than among Hispanics. This may be 
the same reason for higher standard deviations for income and educational level. Each 
Asian sub-group had unique immigrant histories. A large number of elderly Chinese 
and Japanese immigrated to the United States before 1950 or were native bom, while a 
large number of the other sub-groups of Asians, such as Filipino, Korean, and 
Vietnamese, immigrated to the U.S. recently.
The preliminary cross-tabulations and the description of independent variables 
allowed us to overview the conditions of the elderly’s living arrangements by gender 
and race or ethnicity. I found that, contrary to Aquilino’s (1990) and Ward et al.’s 
(1992) findings for whites, joint and dependent living represented a substantial 
percentage of living arrangements among Black, Hispanic, and Asian elderly. Also, the 
extended households were more common among minority men. The pattern of living 
arrangements varied more across elderly minority women, with Hispanic women more 
evenly distributed among all living arrangements and Asian women more concentrated 
in dependent living. More variance among Asians on some key characteristics 
(educational attainment, economic resources, and duration of residence in the U.S.) 
potentially influenced their living arrangements. This issue will be discussed more in
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Chapter 7. In the next chapter, I will further examine the effects of individual 
characteristics, resources, culture, and context in the local areas on the elderly’s living 
arrangements using logistic regression.
Notes for Chapter 5
1. These racially mixed percentages represent white and Black tendency, because about 
80 percent of this sample consists of them. This sample consists of only 16.0 percent 
Hispanics and 6.9 percent Asians. So, the general tendency of the elderly’s living 
arrangements in this sample reflects that of whites and Blacks.
2. See page 50 (percentage of Asians and Hispanic sub-groups in each racial/ethnic 
group) in Chapter 4.
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CHAPTER 6
MULTIVARIATE ANALYSES:
EFFECTS OF INDIVIDUAL CHARACTERISTICS, RESOURCES, 
CULTURE, AND CONTEXT ON THE ELDERLY’S CHOICE
To explore the living arrangements of the elderly, I used two logistic regression 
models. In the first logistic regression model, I examined independent/joint and 
dependent living, which related an older person’s status to being a household head. In 
the former category, an older person was a household head or the spouse of the 
household head, and in the latter category an older person was not a household head. 
However, in this logistic model, independent/joint living may include either a nuclear 
family household type (independent living) or an extended household type (joint living). 
Assessing the choice of joint living arrangements was difficult when cultural factors 
were considered. Because joint living, by definition, is likely to involve extended 
families, and because extended household arrangements are often normative in Hispanic 
and Asian cultures, the issue of independence may not play a role in decisions about 
living arrangements for these ethnic groups. Thus, in the second logistic regression 
model, I examined living arrangements between independent and joint living with 
consideration of the cultural perspective. In addition, I compared joint living with 
dependent living as the third logistic regression model.1 In each logistic regression 
model, I examined Models 1 and 2 for all racial/ethnic groups and Models 3 and 4 for 
only Hispanics and Asians (see Table 4-1).
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Independent/Joint Living vs. Dependent Living
For the first logistic regression model of independent/joint vs. dependent living,
I coded independent/joint living as 0 and dependent living coded as 1. Tables 6-1
through 6-6 present the results of this logistic regression models.
Effects of Individual Characteristics. Resources, and Geographical Context on 
Dependent Living
Table 6-1 describes results from the logistic regression o f independent/joint 
living vs. dependent living for men. Table 6-2 shows the results for women without the 
variable “the number of children ever bom” and Table 6-3 illustrates results for women 
with the variable “the number of children ever bom.” Model 1 demonstrates the effects 
of individual characteristics and resources on dependent living. Model 2 demonstrates 
the effect of context in the labor market areas on dependent living for the elderly. Each 
racial/ethnic group is separately examined in the models.
Men
Coefficients of Variables
Model 1 in Table 6-1 shows that age is not statistically significant for any group 
of men. Marital status, however, is statistically significant for all groups. 
Understandably, unmarried men were more likely to choose dependent living than were 
their married counterparts. In addition, the odds of dependent living for unmarried men 
from all groups of men were remarkably larger. Among white men, the odds of 
dependent living for unmarried men were 10 times (odds ratio = 10.547)2 greater than

















Table 6-1. Coefficients from Logistic Regression of Independent/Joint vs. Dependent Living and 
Racial/Ethnic Differences in Logistic Regression Coefficients for Men
Independent Variables
MOdCII...................
White black Uillerence Hispanic Uitlcrcncc Asian Dillercnce
b Mb b T5E X2 b Sb ' X2 b Sb X2
Characteristics
Age .003 Oil .009 .008 .238 .016 .010 .865 -.028 .016 2.753
Unmarried 2.356** .182 2.425** .158 .082 1.429** ,140 16,282** .807** .212 30.741**
Years o f Education .029 .022 .012 .015 .403 -.002 .019 1.088 .052* .021 .560
Resources
Economic Resources (Income) -.047** .008 -.038** .008 .569 -.077** .011 4.882* -.126** .011 32.010**
Physical Disability .166** .048 .114** .033 .814 -.097* .046 15.865** .244** .065 .925
Intercept -4.214 .854 -4.292 .631 -2.571 .750 1.962 1.155
Chi-square 480.58 560.20 269.08 153.33
Degree o f  Freedom 5 5 5 5
-2 Log Likelihood 1379.45 2516.69 1453.98 792.49
n 5,581 4,694 2,154 913
Model 2
White black Uilterencc Hispanic Uillerence Asian Uilterencc
Independent Variables b Sb b Sb '  X2 b Sb X2 b Sb X2
Characteristics
Age .000 .011 .009 .008 .381 .017 .010 1.261 -.021 .016 1.439
Unmarried 2.295** .184 2.412** .159 .169 1.438** .142 13.348** .873** .218 24.546**
Years o f Education .013 .023 .007 .016 .265 -.016 .020 1.100 .036 .022 .409
Resources
Economic Resources (Income) -.050** .008 -.041** .008 .343 -.075** .011 3.801* -.121** .012 25.952**






















White mack Uillerence Hispanic Uillerence Asian Uillerence
b SE- b SI- XJ b Sb X* b SI*. '  X2
Context
Size o f  LMA (Population)
Nonmetro .185 .280 -1.044** 254 7.479** -1.056 .702 2.813 -.008 .742 3.865*
Medium Metro -.223 .291 -606** .184 .966 -1.085** .329 3.475 -.466 .911 .409
Large Metro .236 .203 -.464** .143 7.153** -.289 .214 2.712 -.071 .374 14.053**
Major Metro — — - — — « — « — — —
Housing Value .004* .002 -.001 .001 13.292** .002 .001 3.941* .002 .002 15.744**
Racial Concentration (%) -.009 .007 .016** .005 -- .004 .004 -- -.040** .014 --
Intercept -3.526 1.160 -4.218 .677 -2.719 .790 1.648 1.211
Chi-square 501.84 586.11 295.35 180.28
Degree o f  Freedom 10 10 10 10
-2 Log Likelihood 1356.20 2484.98 1424.18 761.45
n 5,581 4,694 2,154 913
Notes: *p < .05 **p < .01 Independent/Joint is a reference group. Chi-square tests for differences from white 
coefficients are based on the analysis combing white and each racial/ethnic group including interaction terms between 
race/ethnicity and all other independent variables.
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for married men. Among Black men, the odds ratio was 11.302. Among Hispanic men, 
the odds ratio was 4.173, and the effect of being unmarried on dependent living among 
them was smaller than that among white men. Among Asian men, the odds ratio was 
2.240, but this effect still was statistically significant at p < .01 level.
Turning to the effects of educational attainment, this factor was significant only 
among Asian men. Elderly Asian men who had higher education (at least some college 
education) were more likely to choose dependent living than those who had a lower 
education. This result for Asian men was inconsistent with previous studies (Crimmins 
and Igegneri, 1990; Kamo and Zhou, 1994; Ward et al., 1992), and my expectation that 
higher education would be inversely related to dependent living. The unique immigrant 
history and cultural background of the Asian sub-sample may have affected this 
outcome. I will discuss the problem effects of distinguishing characteristics of the 
Asian sub-groups in Chapter 7.
In Model 1 (resource model), both economic resources and physical disability 
were found to be significant for all groups of men. Economic resources were negatively 
related to dependent living; that is, the greater the economic resources, the lower the 
likelihood of dependent living for men. These results supported my hypothesis that the 
elderly with higher economic resources would be more likely to choose independent or 
joint living than those who had lower economic resources. Additionally, the effect of
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economic resources on choosing dependent living was larger among Asian and Hispanic 
men than among white men (see the column of differences x  in Table 6-2).
Although physical disability had an effect on dependent living for all groups of 
men, the direction of effect varies. Physical disability was positively related to 
dependent living for white, Black, and Asian men but negatively related for Hispanic 
men. Among white, Black, and Asian men, those who had more health problems were 
more likely to choose dependent living than those who were healthier. On the contrary, 
healthier Hispanic men were more likely to choose dependent living than were those 
who had more health problems. This may be due to the fact that an important dynamic 
in Hispanic extended family household is the inter-support system (Rothman, Grant, 
and Hnat, 1985). Therefore, an older person who coresides in someone else’s 
household may be healthy enough to share some housework.
Model 2 adds contextual variables to Model 1. The effects of age and being 
unmarried were steady in Model 2. However, the coefficients of education among 
Asian men and of physical disability among Hispanic men were reduced to a non­
significant level. Among the context variables, all categories in size of the labor market 
areas were statistically significant only for Black men.
The elderly Black men who lived in labor market areas smaller than major 
metropolitan areas (population over 1,000,000) were less likely to choose dependent 
living than were those who lived in the major metropolitan areas. Among Hispanic
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men, those who lived in small metropolitan areas (population between 20,001 and 
249,999) were less likely to coreside in someone else’s household than were those who 
lived in major metropolitan areas. Among white and Asian men, the size of the labor 
market areas had no significant effect on dependent living. Housing value had a 
significant effect only for white men. Elderly white men living in areas where the 
housing value was higher were more likely to choose dependent living than were those 
who lived in the areas where the housing value was lower.
Racial/ethnic concentration was statistically significant for Black and Asian 
men, but the signs of coefficients differed. Black men who lived in the areas of more 
racial/ethnic concentration were observed to be more likely to choose dependent living 
than were those who lived in less concentrated areas. Among Asian men, however, the 
elderly who lived in areas where Asians were less concentrated were more likely to 
choose dependent living than those who lived in areas where they were more 
concentrated. This may be due to the fact that Asian men who live in areas where their 
racial/ethnic groups are concentrated may have strong ties with other members in the 
groups and receive support or assistance from them, but in areas where their racial 
groups were less concentrated, family members may be the only support providers, and 
dependent living may be a practical way to receive family support (Kamo and Zhou, 
1994).
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Fitness of the Data to the Models
When we compared the log likelihood functions3 in Models 1 and 2 in the Table 
6-1, Model 2 was shown to be a better model for explaining the elderly’s dependent 
living for all racial/ethnic groups. This suggests that labor market area characteristics 
may affect an older individual’s choice of living arrangements.
Women
Coefficients of the Variables
Table 6-2 describes the results for women. Age was positively related to 
dependent living among all groups of women. The effect of age on dependent living 
was shown to be lower among Black women than among white women. The status of 
being unmarried category showed a significant relationship in living arrangements 
among white, Black, and Hispanic women but not among Asian women. Among white 
women, the odds of dependent living for unmarried women were 4 times (odds ratio = 
4.368) as large as those for married women. Among Black and Hispanic women, the 
odds of dependent living for unmarried women were 2.5 times (odds ratio = 2.520 for 
Blacks and odds ratio = 2.464 for Hispanics) as large as for married women. In 
addition, the effects of being unmarried on dependent living for Black and Hispanic 
women were significantly lower than those for white women. The effect of education 
was statistically significant only for white women. White women who had less 
education were more likely to reside in someone else’s household than were those with 
more education.

















Table 6-2. Coefficients from Logistic Regression of Independent/Joint vs. Dependent Living and 
Racial/Ethnic Differences in Logistic Regression Coefficients for Women
Independent Variables
Model l
While Black Difference Hispanic Dillcrcncc Asian Dillercnce
b SE b SI: X2 b SE X2 b SE X2
Characteristics
Age .021** .006 .005** .005 12.171** .035** .007 2.243 .023* .012 Oil
Unmarried 1.474*'* 151 .924** .130 7.639** .902* ♦ .131 8.232** .095 .154 41.187**
Years o f  Education -.033* .014 .008 .011 5.494* -.003 .014 2.546 -.034 .018 .000
Resources
Economic Resources (Income) -.047** 006 -.069** .008 5.073* -.155** .012 65.862** -.124** .011 37.904**
Physical Ability .192** .027 .027 .022 22.769** -.010 .028 27.207* ♦ -.008 .052 11.452**
Intercept -4.352 .507 -5.860 .411 -3.124 .522 -.442 .850
Chi-square 515.82 393.61 402.69 182.69
Degree o f Freedom 5 5 5 5
-2 Log Likelihood 3964.58 5450.56 2974.47 1243.42
n 7,751 7,395 3,081 1,162
Model 2
White Black Difference Hispanic Ditterence Asian Dillercnce
Independent Variables b SE b SE X2 b 1>E '  X2 ' b SE X2
Characteristics
Age .020** .006 .047** .005 11.969** .038** .007 3.747 .031** .012 .235
Unmarried 1.416** .151 .875** .131 7.696* ♦ .825** .133 8.835** .098 .155 38.068**
Years o f  Education -.038** .014 -.005 .012 3.114 -.012 .014 2.013 -.038* .018 ,000
Resources
Economic Resources (Income) -.050** 006 -.075** .008 6.436** -.158** .012 65.758** -.118** .011 31.611**





















White Hlack Dillercnce Hispanic Dillcrcncc Asian Dillercnce
b " S E " " h Sli X2 b X2 b SE“ " X2
Context
Size o f  LMA (Population)
Nonmctro -.297 .237 -.237 .217 .278 -1.059 1.101 .377 -.437 1.364 .052
Medium Metro -.221 .140 -.116 .120 .418 -.534* .214 1.633 .438 .546 .645
Large Metro -.123 .114 -.152 .098 .028 -.337* .148 1.675 .413 .309 2.419
Major Metro - - - - - - - - -- -- -
Housing Value .003** .001 .0 0 4 " .001 .387 .0 0 3 " .001 .018 .003* .002 yC bo ♦
Racial Concentration (%) -.010* .004 .006 .004 -- -.001 .003 - -.035* * .010 -
Intercept -3.512 .641 -6.069 .437 -3.486 .563 -1.315 .911
Chi-square 556.16 465.54 455.76 209.39
Degree o f  Freedom 10 10 10 10
-2Log Likelihood 3916.56 5374.60 2901.88 1222.30
n 7,751 7,385 3,081 1,162
Notes: *p<.05 **p<.01 Independent/Joint is a reference group. Chi-square tests for differences in from white 
coefficients are based on the analysis combing white and each racial/ethnic group including interaction terms between


















Table 6-3. Coefficients from Logistic Regression of Independent/Joint vs. Dependent Living and Racial/Ethnic 
Differences in Logistic Regression Coefficients for Women (adding number of children)
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------Model 1--------------------------------------------------------------------------
White Black Dillcrcncc Hispanic Dillercnce Asian Dillcrcncc
Independent Variables b SE b SE ' x- • b SE X b SE X2
Characteristics
Age .021** 006 .049** .005 13.058** .035** .007 2.455 .020 .012 .002
Unmarried 1.474** .151 .922** .130 7.655** .938** .132 7.151** .182 .159 34.825**
Years o f  Education -.038** .014 .008 .011 6 424* -.001 .014 3.469 -.026 .018 .266
Resources
Economic Resources (Income) -.047** .006 -.069** .008 4.971* -.155** .012 66.735** -.121** .011 34.052**
Physical Disability .193** .027 .027 .022 23.237**
©i .028 28.471** -.029 .053 13.853**
Number o f Children Ever Born
None - — - — — — » — — — —
One .074 .137 -.001 .III .180 -.015 .179 .156 .726* .359 2.890
Two -.024 .132 .125 .119 .704 .513** .161 6.700** .733* .337 4.370*
3 - 4 .039 .125 .177 .108 .701 .028 .148 .003 .865** .302 6.392*
More than 4 -.212 .155 .075 .101 2.412 .215 .137 4.270* .988** .296 12.867* ♦
Intercept -4.262 .525 -5.978 .428 -3.331 ,544 -1.222 .888
Chi-square 519.54 398.20 412.85 204.14
Degree o f  Freedom 9 9 9 9
-2 Log Likelihood 3960.47 5446.76 2959.18 1231.35






















White Black Difference Hispanic Difference Asian Difference
b SE b SE " x2 b SE " x2 b SE " x2
Characteristics
Age .019** .006 048** .005 12.878** .038** .007 3.928* .029* .012 .105
Unmarried 1.417** .151 .873** .131 7.764** .861** .134 7.773** .185 .161 32.024**
Years o f  Education -.041** .014 -.005 .012 3.501 -.009 .014 2.748 i O o 019 .208
Resources
Economic Resources (Income) -.050* ♦ .006 -.075** .008 6.295* -.159** .012 67.139** -.116** .012 28.257**
Physical Disability .207* * .027 .032 .022 25.551** -.020 .029 33.377** -.026 .054 15.895**
Number o f Children Ever Born
None - - - - - - - - - - -
One .077 .138 -025 .112 .391 -.104 .182 .678 .732* .364 2.660
Two -.020 .132 .091 .120 .443 .487** .163 5.884* .800* .347 4.331*
3 - 4 .075 .126 .183 .109 .432 .003 .150 .136 .945** .309 5.884*
More than 4 -.122 .156 .092 .102 1.483 .238 .139 3.033 1.039** .303 11.309**
Context
Size o f  LMA (Population)
Nonmetro -.294 .237 -.226 .217 .294 -1.017 1.101 .333 -.438 1.370 .056
Medium Metro -.219 .140 - 117 .120 .395 -.551* .216 1.764 .457 .546 .666
Large Metro -.129 .114 -.150 .098 .012 -.342* .150 1.585 .425 .314 2.668
Major Metro - -- - - - - - - - -- -
Housing Value .003*♦ .001 .004** .001 .533 .003** .001 .000 .003* .002 8.865**
Racial Concentration (%) -.010* .004 .006 .004 - -.001 .003 - -.037** .010 --
Intercept -3.497 .656 -6.197 .451 -3.713 .583 -2.202 .954
Chi-square 559.88 471.36 466.99 231.60
Degree o f  Freedom 14 14 14 14
•2 Log Likelihood 3914.10 5370.29 2885.14 1209.22
n 7,751 7,385 3,081 1,162
Notes: *p < .05 **p<.01 Independent/Joint is a reference group. Chi-square tests for differences from white 
coefficients are based on the analysis combing white and each racial/ethnic group including interaction terms between 
race/ethnicity and all other independent variables.
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Economic resources possessed by elderly women were negatively related to 
dependent living for all racial/ethnic groups. That is, the elderly who have higher 
economic resources are more likely to choose independent or joint living than those 
who have lower economic resources, which supports Hypothesis Rla. In addition, the 
effects of the economic resources for women were higher among Black, Hispanic, and 
Asian women than among white women. Physical disability was only significantly 
related to dependent living among white women. White women who had more health 
problems were more likely to choose dependent living than were those in better health. 
Among white women, all variables in Model 1 were statistically significant. The 
evidence so far showed that resources were important factors for independent living for 
white women.
Model 2 includes contextual variables. Among Asian women, the coefficient of 
years of education increased to a significant level at p < .05. Turning to the contextual 
effects of local areas, none of the categories in the size of the labor market areas were 
statistically significant for white, Black, and Asian women. Among Hispanic women, 
however, the categories “medium metro” and “large metro” had negative relationships. 
Hispanic women who lived in the areas with population between 20,001 and 1,000,000 
were less likely to choose dependent living than were those who lived in major 
metropolitan areas. Housing values were positively related for all racial/ethnic groups.
In the labor market areas where housing values were higher, these women were more 
likely to live in others’ households than their husbands’ than those who lived in areas
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where the housing values were lower. Racial/ethnic concentration was negatively 
related for white4 and Asian women.
Table 6-3 examines the effect of the number o f children. Basically, this table 
presents extended models of Table 6-2; the variable, “the number of children ever 
bom,” was added. In Model 1 in Table 6-3, none of the four categories for the number 
of children ever bom were statistically significant for white and Black women, but all 
four categories were significant for Asian women. Among Asian women, the odds of 
dependent living for women with one child were two times greater than for women with 
no children (odds ratio = 2.067). Furthermore, the odds of dependent living when a 
woman had two children were two times greater than women with no children (odds 
ratio = 2.081); the odds of dependent living when a woman had 3 or 4 children were 2.4 
times greater than women with no children (odds ratio = 2.375); and the odds of 
dependent living when a woman had more than 4 children were 2.7 times greater than 
women with no children (odds ratio = 2.685). For Asian women, the odds of dependent 
living increased as the number of children increased. For Hispanic women, only the 
category “two” was significant. The odds of dependent living for Hispanic women with 
two children was about 1.7 times as large as those for women with no children (odds 
ratio = 1.671).
Fitness of the Data to the Models
The log likelihoods ratio tests in Table 6-2 showed that Model 2 fit the data 
better than Model 1 for all racial/ethnic groups, which suggests that context in the local
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areas has the power to explain a choice o f dependent living among women. In the log 
likelihood ratio tests in Model 1 of Tables 6-2 and 6-3, Model 1 in Table 6-3 showed no 
improvement over Model 1 in Table 6-2 for white or Black women; no significant 
relationship was shown in the number o f children. Since the number of children 
influenced Hispanic and Asian women’s odds of dependent living, Model 1 in Table 
6-3 fit the data better than did Model 1 in Table 6-2. Among Asian women, the 
availability and number of children appear to be an important factor in the decision to 
choose dependent living. Likewise, the availability of children (particularly having two 
children) significantly affected the likelihood of choosing dependent living for Hispanic 
women.
Model 2 in Table 6-3 is an extended model of Model 1 of Table 6-3. The effect 
of the number of children in Model 2 o f Table 6-3 was identical to Model 1 of Table 
6-3. Also, the effects of context in the labor market areas in Model 2 of Table 6-3 was 
identical to Model 2 of Table 6-2. Compared to the log likelihoods in Model 1 of Table 
6-3, Model 2 of Table 6-3 was a better-fitting model for all racial/ethnic groups. Also, 
Model 2 o f Table 6-3 fit the data better than did Model 2 of Table 6-2 for Hispanic and 
Asian women, since the effect of the number of children was significant. Model 2 of 
Table 6-2, on the other hand, was more parsimonious than Model 2 of Table 6-3 for 
white and Black women, since the number o f children had no effect. Overall, resources 
and context affected the elderly’s dependent living for all racial groups, but the potential 
availability of children showed a relationship for only Hispanic and Asian women.
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Effects of Cultural Characteristics on Dependent Living for Hispanics and Asians
I will now turn to an analysis of independent/joint vs. dependent living of the 
Hispanic and Asian elderly regarding the cultural perspective. The results o f cultural 
effects (Models 3 and 4) are presented in Tables 6-4, 6-5, and 6-6, which are basically 
extensions of Models 1 and 2. Cultural variables were added to Models 1 and 2. Table 
6-4 reports the results of the logistic regression model on dependent living for Hispanic 
and Asian men. Table 6-5 illustrates the results for Hispanic and Asian women.
Results for the models with “number of children ever bom” are illustrated in Table 6-6. 
Men
Coefficients of Variables
Model 3 in Table 6-4 shows the results of cultural effects. Among Hispanic 
men, speaking a native language at home had no effect on dependent living. However, 
duration o f residence in the United States had a negative relationship to dependent 
living. Hispanic men who had lived in the U.S. for longer periods of time were less 
likely to choose dependent living than were those who had lived for a shorter period of 
time. In addition, after adding cultural variables, the coefficient of age increased among 
Hispanic men to a significant level at p < .05 (b = .021), although physical disability 
became non-significant.
Among Asian men, the effect of speaking a native language was negative and 
significant at p < .05 (b = -.810), which meant that the Asian men in the study who 
spoke their native languages at home were less likely to choose dependent living than

















Table 6-4. Coefficients from Logistic Regression of Independent/Joint vs. Dependent Living and Racial/Ethnic 
Differences in Logistic Regression Coefficients for Hispanic and Asian Men
Independent Variables
Model 3 Model 4
Hispanic Asian Dillercnce Hispanic Asian Uillcrencc
b SE b SE X2 b Sh b SE X2
(.Characteristics
Age .021* .010 .002 .017 .893 .020* .010 .002 .017 .923
Unmarried 1.630** .148 1.442** .254 .408 1.613** .149 1.402** .256 .376
Years o f Education -.007 .010 ,051* .022 3.964** -.009 .020 .046* .023 3.624
Resources
Economic Resources (Income) -.053** .010 -.088** .012 4.801* -.052** .010 -.088** .012 4.340*
Physical Disability -.042 .047 .289*♦ .072 14.924** -.040 .047 .276** .073 13.881**
Culture
Non-English Spoken at Home .090 .228 -.810* .352 4.601* .067 .232 -.849* .361 4.840*
Duration o f  Residence in the U.S -.030** .003 -.049** .006 7.951* -.028** ,004 -.046** .006 7.714**
Context
Size o f  LMA (Population)
Nonmetro -.517 .729 .670 .809 .351
Medium Metro -.546 .342 -.188 .996 .007
Large Metro .005 .223 .183 .404 1.413
Major Metro — — — — -
Housing Value .002 .001 .002 .002 1.959
Racial Concentration (%) .007 .004 -.025 .015 --
Intercept -2.119 .797 1.063 1.249 -2.552 .839 1.035 1.300
Chi-square 371.48 287.98 381.36 289.56
Degree o f  Freedom 7 7 12 12
•2 Log Likelihood 1368.93 694.22 1358.28 689.52
n 2,154 913 2,154 913
Notes: *p<.05 *’,'p<.01 Independent/Joint is a reference group. Chi-square tests for differences from Hispanic 
coefficients are based on the analysis combing Hispanic and Asian including interaction terms between 




were those who did not speak their native languages at home. This was the opposite to 
what was expected. I assume that the elderly’s household environment may determine a 
language spoken at home. In the case of dependent living,5 an older person often lives 
with adult children, who are assumed to be second or third generation, and his or her 
family members (spouse and/or children) who speak English only, coresiding Asian 
men may have to speak English to communicate with them at home. On the contrary, 
when an adult child or his/her family coresides in parental household, the family may 
speak the language that his/her parents speak. In addition, in the former case, even 
though coresiding older persons speak English at home, they may speak their native 
language with their friends or other relatives outside o f home. So, a language spoken at 
home may be determined by the preference of the household head.
Another cultural variable, duration of residence in the United States, was also 
negatively related to dependent living among Asian men. Compared to the effect of 
duration of residence between Asian and Hispanic men, it was greater among Asian 
men than among Hispanic men.
Fitness of the Data to the Models
Compared to log likelihoods in Model 1 o f Table 6-1 (without cultural 
variables), Model 3 of Table 6-4 fit the data better for both Hispanic and Asian men, 
which suggested that cultural factors had an explanatory power for a variation in living 
arrangements among Hispanic and Asian men.
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Model 4 of Table 6-4 is an extended model o f Model 2 of Table 6-1, as well as 
an extended model of Model 3 of Table 6-4. With respect to the log likelihood 
functions of these three models, Model 3 was a more parsimonious model when 
compared to Model 4, since none of the contextual factors was significant for either 
Hispanic and Asian men. Model 4 fit the data better than Model 2 for both groups, 
since Model 4 included cultural variables. As a result, Model 3 fit the data better than 
any other models, which suggested that the duration of residence in the U.S. had an 
important explanatory power for the choice of dependent living. Marital status and 
economic resources for Hispanic and Asian men were also significant factors.
Women
Coefficients of the Variables
Model 3 of Table 6-5 showed that speaking a native language at home was not 
significant for either Hispanic or Asian women. Yet, the duration of residence in the U. 
S. had a negative effect on dependent living. Those who have lived in the U.S. for a 
longer period of time were less likely to choose dependent living than were those who 
have lived for a shorter period of time. Among Asian women, the coefficient for 
unmarried women increased to a significant level at p < .05 (b = .602). In addition, the 
comparison of log likelihood functions showed that Model 3 of Table 6-5 (with cultural 
variables) fit the data better than Model 1 of Table 6-2 for both groups of women.
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Furthermore, compared to the log likelihoods in Model 4 of Table 6-5, Model 4 
fit the data better than Model 3 of Table 6-5 for Hispanic women, although Model 3 of 
Table 6-5 was more parsimonious than Model 4 of Table 6-5 for Asian women. 
However, Model 4 of Table 6-5 fit the data better than Model 2 of Table 6-2 for both 
groups of women. As a result, these comparisons showed that cultural factors were 
important in the choice of dependent living.
Table 6-6 reports the findings from the extended models of Models 3 and 4 of 
Table 6-5 in which the variable “number of children ever bom” was added. In Model 3 
of Table 6-6, among Hispanic women, no categories of the number of children were 
significant even though the category “two” was significant in Model 1 of Table 6-3. 
Among Asians, three categories of the number of children (“two,” “3 - 4,” and “more 
than 4”) were significant in Model 3 o f Table 6-6.
Fitness of the Data to the Models
The models of Tables 6-5 and 6-6 compare the log likelihoods. First, Model 3 
of Table 6-5 was more parsimonious than Model 3 of Table 6-6 for both Hispanic and 
Asian women. Second, when Model 4 of Tables 6-5 and 6-6 were compared, Model 4 
of Table 6-5 was found to be a more parsimonious model for both Hispanic and Asian 
women. These comparisons showed that when cultural factors were included, the 
availability of children was not an important factor in dependent living. This suggests 
that cultural factors, especially the duration of residence in the U.S., contribute to 
explaining choice of dependent living among Hispanic and Asian women.

















Table 6-5. Coefficients from Logistic Regression of Independent/Joint vs. Dependent Living and Racial/Ethnic
Differences in Logistic Regression Coefficients for Hispanic and Asian Women
Independent Variables
- -  T vroacn ...... Model 4
Hispanic Asian Dilterencc Hispanic Asian uiitercnce
b SE 0 5b X2 b 5 b n SE X3
Characteristics
Age .039** .007 .053** .013 .926 .041** .007 .053** .013 .727
Unmarried 1.113** .137 .602** .171 5.456* 1.048** .138 .673** .174 2.910
Years o f  Education -.001 .014 .010 ,0(9 .187 -.005 .014 .024 .020 1.176
Resources
Economic Resources (Income) -.123** .012 -.075** .011 8 .931** -.129** .012 -.074** .011 11.268
Physical Disability .012 .029
00o»* .058 .022 .006 .029 -.019 .058 .135
Culture
Non-English Spoken at Home .149 .155 .180 .276 .010 .171 .158 .230 .279 .072
Duration o f  Residence in the U.S. -.029** .002 -.041** .004 6.696** -.026** .002 -.049** .005 17.059**
Context
Size o f  LMA (Population)
Nonmetro -.638 1.107 -.573 1.486 .001
Medium Metro -.085 .222 .423 .652 .725
Large Metro -.065 .154 .600 .348 9.206* ♦
Major Metro — - - — —
Housing Value .002** .001 .000 .002 1.179
Racial Concentration (%) -.003 .003 .006 .012 --
Intercept -2.815 .577 -2.800 .954 -3.176 .607 -3.041 1.010
Chi-square 611.27 375.00 620.42 383.03
Degree o f  Freedom 7 7 12 12
-2 Log Likelihood 2795.00 1097.84 2777.31 1085.78
n 3,081 1,162 3,081 1,162
Notes: *p < .05 **p <.01 Independent/Joint is a reference group. Chi-square tests for differences from Hispanic 
coefficients are based on the analysis combing Hispanic and Asian including interaction terms between race/ethnicity and 


















Table 6-6. Coefficients from Logistic Regression of Independent/Joint vs. Dependent Living and Racial/Ethnic
Differences in Logistic Regression Coefficients for Hispanic and Asian Women (adding number of children)
Model 3 Model 4
Hispanic Asian Difference Hispanic Asian Difference
Independent Variables b SE b SI- b SE b SE X*
Characteristics
Age .039* ♦ .007 .051** 013 .657 .041** .007 .051** .013 .521
Unmarried 1.133** .137 .621** .175 5.294* 1.066** .138 .678* ♦ .178 2.972
Years of Education .004 .015 .012 .020 .097 .000 .015 .025 .020 .840
Resources
Economic Resources (Income) -.124** .012 -.074** Oil 9.623** -.130** .012 -.073** .011 12.254**
Physical Disability .010 .029 -.029 .058 .366 .004 .029 -.028 .059 .226
Number o f Children Ever Bom  
None
One -.098 .185 .582 .388 2.498 -.134 .186 .577 .394 2.662
Two .273 .167 .740* .373 1.307 .285 .168 .725 .375 1.159
3 - 4 -.010 .153 .946** .328 6.984* ♦ -.022 .153 .944** .332 7.080* ♦
More than 4 .201 .141 .727* .320 2.252 .203 .143 .657** .324 1.678
Culture
Non-English Spoken at Home .138 .156 .145 .276 .000 .159 .159 .190 .279 .028




















Model i  -------- Model 4
Hispanic Asian Dillercnce Hispanic Asian Dillercnce
K SK b st i Xi b Sli b Sli , _ xJ 1
Context
Size o f  LMA (Population)
Nonmetro -.610 1.105 -.519 1 .487 .000
Medium Metro -.118 .223 .416 .638 .766
Large Metro -.087 .156 .670 .358 9.520
Major Metro - - - -- -
Housing Value .002* .001 .001 .002 1.104
Racial Concentration (%) -.002 .003 .003 .012
Intercept -2.972 .594 -3.362 .992 -3.336 .622 -3.623 1.052
Chi-square 618.21 384.90 627.89 391.87
Degree o f  Freedom II 11 16 16
-2 Log Likelihood 2787.50 1088.74 2768.51 1076.73
n 3,081 1,162 3,081 1,162
Notes: *p<.05 **p<.01 Independent/Joint is a reference group. Chi-square tests for differences from Hispanic 
coefficients are based on the analysis combing Hispanic and Asian including interaction terms between race/ethnicity and 
all other independent variables.
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Contribution of the Variables on Dependent Living in the Model
For testing the contribution of independent variables, I used R statistic (see 
equation 4.3 in page 62). I compared R coefficients (see the section of “Contribution of 
Independent Variables in a Logistic Regression Model” in pp. 61-62) in each 
racial/ethnic group to explore the contribution of independent variables in the model.
For this purpose, I used a complete model, which contained all applicable variables, for 
the respective racial/ethnic group.
Men
I used Model 2 of Table 6-1 for white and Black men and Model 4 of Table 6-4 
for Hispanic and Asian men (see Appendix C). Among white men, the variable 
unmarried had the greatest effect on the model, followed by economic resources and 
physical disability. Among Black men, unmarried status had the strongest relationship 
to dependent living, followed by economic resources and size of labor market areas 
(“nonmetro”). Among Hispanic men, unmarried status had the strongest relationship to 
dependent living, followed by duration of residence in the U.S. and economic resources. 
Among Asian men, duration of residence in the U.S. showed the greatest contribution to 
the model, followed by economic resources and physical disability.
Overall, for all racial/ethnic groups of men, marital status and economic 
resources were strongly related to dependent living. More specifically, unmarried status 
had a greater effect than did economic resources on the choice between 
independent/joint and dependent living for white, Black, Hispanic men, but not for
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Asian men. Among Asian men, duration of residence in the U.S. had a greater effect 
than did economic resources on this choice. Also, among Hispanic men, duration of 
residence in the U.S. had a more profound effect than economic resources.
Women
For women, I used Model 2 of Table 6-3 for white and Black women and Model 
4 of Table 6-6 for Hispanic and Asian women. Among white women, unmarried status 
had the strongest relationship to dependent living, followed by economic resources and 
physical disability. Among Black women, age had the largest contribution to the 
model, followed by economic resources and unmarried status. Among Hispanic 
women, economic resources had the largest contribution to the model, followed by 
duration of residence in the U.S. and unmarried status. Among Asian women, duration 
of residence in the U.S. showed the largest contribution on the model, followed by 
economic resources and age.
Overall, among women, the most important factor for dependent living varied 
with race/ethnicity. However, economic resources had a strong explanatory power- 
ranking first or second in the choice between independent/joint and dependent living 
among the elderly. In addition, among Hispanic and Asian women, duration of 
residence in the U.S. was important compared to economic resources. Hispanics and 
Asians recently immigrated to the U.S. were presumed to have fewer economic 
resources, so they may need to reside in someone else’s household.
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Independent Living vs. Joint Living 
In the previous section, the elderly’s living arrangements were defined by their 
status as either a household head or a  dependent. In this section, I will examine the 
elderly’s choices between independent and joint living. Because both independent and 
joint living imply that the elderly are economically independent, factors beyond those 
typically associated with rational choice perspectives may come into play. Although 
Ward et al. (1992) suggest that joint or dependent living6 is a result of adult children’s 
needs, it is also possible that impaired physical health would encourage the elderly to 
choose joint living. For either reason, joint living may not reflect the elderly’s 
preferences, because in the former case, the choice may be sacrifice for elderly parents 
to help a family member, and in the latter case, physical disability may force the elderly 
to live with others (Hechter et al., 1990). Yet, if joint living is a cultural expectation, it 
will be the preferred choice regardless of the adult children’s needs or parental needs.
This section of the study will examine joint living based upon solidaristic 
cultural logic as opposed to rational choice. Restricting my sample to the elderly who 
either live independently or jointly will enable me to examine more closely the relative 
effects of rational choice and cultural factors on living arrangements.
For this second section o f my design (independent vs. joint living), I coded 
independent living as 0 (reference group) and joint living coded as 1. Table 6-7 
presents the results of for men. Tables 6-8 and 6-9 (the latter o f which adds the variable 
“number of children ever bom”) describe the results for women. Model 1 of Tables 6-7,
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6-8, and 6-9 demonstrates the relationships of individual characteristics and resources to 
independent vs. joint living. The relationships of context in the labor market areas are 
described in Model 2 of Tables 6-7, 6-8, and 6-9.
Effects of Independent Characteristics. Resources, and Geographical Context on 
Joint Living
Men
Coefficients of the Variables
In Table 6-7, unlike the results of the first logistic regression model 
(independent/joint vs. dependent living), age had a negative relationship with joint 
living. The younger-elderly tended to live with others (usually their offspring) in their 
own households. On the contrary, the older-elderly tended to live alone or with their 
spouses only (from the regression model of independent vs. joint living) or to coreside 
in someone else’s household, which was demonstrated in the previous test of 
independent/joint vs. dependent living. These results also confirm the descriptive 
analysis (Table 5-3). Marital status was related to joint living for white, Black, and 
Hispanic men but not for Asian men. However, the signs of the coefficients of 
unmarried were different among them. Unmarried status had a negative relationship 
among Black and Hispanic men but a positive relationship among white men. That is, 
unmarried Black or Hispanic men were less likely to choose joint living than those who 
are married, while unmarried white men were more likely to choose joint living than 
married white men. The effect of education was significant for all men, although it was

















Table 6-7. Coefficients from Logistic Regression of Independent vs. Joint Living and
Racial/Ethnic Differences in Logistic Regression Coefficients for Men
Independent Variables
Model 1
White Black Dillerencc Hispanic Dillercnce Asian Diiiemcc 
' X2b SE b Sb '  X2 b SE " X2 b SE
Characteristics
Age -.050* ♦ .007 -.038** .006 1.818 -.041** .008 .784 -071** .016 1.538
Unmarried .350** .093 -.542** .073 56.657** -.539** .127 31.754** -.098 .244 2.943
Years o f  Education -.035** .011 -.026** .010 .332 -.042** .013 .206 -.055** .021 .755
Resources
Economic Resources (Income) -.002 .002 .001 .002 1.274 .001 .003 1.064 .000 .003 .651
Physical Disbility .028 .028 -.027 .022 2.266 .111** .035 3.482 .128 .074 1.617
Intercept 2.360 .508 2.655 .437 3.024 .593 5.419 1.161
Chi-square 76.99 123.84 67.16 28.11
Degree o f  Freedom 5 5 5 5
-2 Log Likelihood 4700.85 5415.60 2467.01 860.04
n 5,371 4,206 1,853 646
Model 2
White Black Dillercnce Hispanic Dillercnce Asian Dilterncc
Independent Variables b SE b Sb " X2 b SE " X2 b Sb " X2
Characteristics
Age -.052** .007 -.037** .006 2.535 -.042** .008 1.029 -.076** .016 2.110
Unmarried .309** .094 -.560** .074 53.550** -.549** .129 28.093* ♦ -.108 .247 2.264
Years o f  Education -.045** .012 -.028** .010 .621 -.043** .013 .010 -.047* .022 .022
Resources
Economic Resources (Income) -.003* .002 -.001 .002 .808 .002 .003 1.726 .000 .003 .601






















White Black Dillercnce Hispanic Dillcrcncc Asian Dillerncc
b SE b SE X2 b SE X2 b SE X2
Context
Size o f  LMA (Population)
Nonmetro -.218 .143 -.500** .145 .312 -.431 .357 .713 .059 .675 .179
Medium Metro -.404** .132 -.325** .113 .719 -.394* .187 .385 -.187 .732 .007
Large Metro -.271** .104 -.406** .092 .328 -.267 .140 .603 .866* .419 10.102**
Major Metro - - — — - - - — - - - - — — - -
Housing Value .001 .001 .000 .001 3.569 .001 .001 2.215 .003 .002 .609
Racial Concentration (%) -.006 .004 .014** .003 -- .010* .003 -- -.016 .013 -
Intercept 3.141 .641 2.497 .456 2.799 .616 5.176 1.236
Chi-square 117.28 164.60 87.68 37.93
Degree o f  Freedom 10 10 10 10
-2 Log Likelihood 4658.49 5372.74 2445.38 849.67
n 5,371 4,206 1,853 646
Notes: *p < .05 **p <.01 Joint is a reference group. Chi-square tests for differences from white coefficients are 
based on the analysis combing white and each racial/ethnic group including interaction terms between race/ethnicity and all 
other independent variables.
Ill
not significant for the first logistic regression model of independent/joint vs. dependent 
living (see Table 6-1). Those who were more educated were less likely to choose joint 
living than the less educated. Educated men may have placed a higher value on their 
independence or privacy at home. Physical disability had a significant relationship to 
joint living only for Hispanic men. Hispanic men who had more health problems were 
more likely to live with others than those in the study who were healthier. This result 
suggests that joint living contributes a familial support system for frail elderly 
Hispanics; these elderly who strongly engage in cultural norms are more likely to 
choose joint living than those with less consideration of family solidarity.
Model 2 in Table 6-7 describes the effects of context in the labor market areas. 
The effects of context in the local areas varied with racial/ethnic groups. All categories 
of the size of the labor market areas had negative relationship to joint living among 
Black men. Black men who lived in the areas whose sizes were smaller than the major 
metropolitan areas (population of more than 1,000,000) were less likely to choose joint 
living than those who lived in the major metropolitan areas. White men showed a 
similar tendency to that of Black men, but living in nonmetropolitan areas (population 
less than 20,000) did not significantly affect independent vs. joint living. Among 
Hispanic men, only the category of “medium metro” had a negative relationship to joint 
living. Hispanic men who lived in areas with a medium-sized population were less 
likely to choose joint living than were those in the major metropolitan areas. Asian men 
who lived in the areas containing a population between 250,000 and 1,000,000 are more
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likely to choose joint living than those in the major metropolitan areas. Housing values 
were not significant for any groups of men. This may be due to the fact that since the 
elderly who choose independent or joint living are the head of a household or the spouse 
of the household head and own their houses, housing value may not be an issue of a 
choice between independent and joint living for them. However, the housing value may 
be the important factor for joint living among children. Racial concentration had a 
positive relationship for Black and Hispanic men. Black or Hispanic men who lived in 
labor market areas where their racial/ethnic groups were concentrated were more likely 
to choose joint living than those in areas where they were less concentrated.
Fitness of the Data to the Models
When we. compared the log likelihood functions of Models 1 and 2 in Table 6-7, 
Model 2 fit the data better for whites,. Blacks, and Hispanics. However, for Asians, 
Model 1 was more parsimonious. Overall, among Black and white men, individual 
characteristics and context in the local areas were significantly associated with the 
choice between independent and joint living, but resources had no effects7 on the 
choice. For Asian and Hispanic men, only individual characteristics appear to be 
important factors related to a choice between independent and joint living.
Women
Coefficients of the Variables
Table 6-8 presents the results of logistic regression of independent vs. joint 
living for women. Age and years of education were statistically significant for all
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groups of women. Younger women were more likely to choose joint living than those 
who were older. As the years of education increased, the probability of joint living 
decreased. In addition, the effect of age on joint living was larger among Black and 
Asian women than among white women. The effect of the education among Black 
women was larger than among white women. Unmarried status had a positive 
relationship to joint living for whites and Blacks, but not for Hispanics and Asians. 
White and Black women who were unmarried were more likely to choose joint living 
than those who were married. The effect of unmarried status was stronger among Black 
women than white women.
Economic resources were statistically significant only for Black women. Black 
women with lower economic resources were more likely to choose joint living than 
those with higher economic resources. Physical disability had a positive relationship 
with joint living for Asians but not for the other groups of women. Asian women with 
serious physical problems were more likely to choose joint living than those with 
healthier. This suggests that joint living can be a solidaristic support system.
Model 2 of Table 6-8 further examined the effects of contextual variables. For 
the size of the labor market areas, the category of “medium metro” among white women 
was significant (b = -.296), as was the category of “large metro” among Black women 
(b = -.224). However, no categories of the labor market areas were significant for 
Hispanic and Asian women. White women who lived in the areas with a population 
between 20,000 and 250,000 (“medium metro”) were less likely to choose joint living

















Table 6-8. Coefficients from Logistic Regression of Independent vs. Joint Living and 
_________Racial/Ethnic Differences in Logistic Regression Coefficients for Women
Independent Variables
Model 1
White Black Dittercnce Hispanic Difference Asian Dittercnce
b SE b SE X2 b SE X2 b SE XJ
Characteristics
Age -.029* ♦ .006 -.052** .004 9.722** -.015* .007 2.291 -.088** .018 9.651**
Unmarried .576** .081 .230** .065 11.066** -.007 .099 20.810** .138 .190 4.507*
Years o f  Education -.051** .012 -.020* .008 4.533* -.039** .013 .0422 -.091** .024 2.226
Resources
Economic Resources (Income) .000 .002 -.006* .003 2.319 -.006 .004 1.315 .003 .004 .565
Physical Disability .031 .025 -.026 .017 3,435 -.032 .030 2.558 .177* .076 3.340
Intercept .506 .442 3.396 .335 1.020 .554 6.115 1.319
Chi-square 91.99 155.51 17.30 37.20
Degree o f  Freedom 5 5 5 5
-2 Log Likelihood 5608.63 8304.76 2967.37 760.21
n 7,071 6,363 2,239 652
Model 2
White Black Difference Hispanic Difference Asian Difference
Independent Variables b '"SI- b SE " X2 b SE X2 b SE " XJ
Characteristics
Age -.029* ♦ .006 -.052** .004 9.814** -.015* .008 2.250 -.099* ♦ .019 12.008**
Unmarried .554** .081 .233** .066 9.678* ♦ -.018 .100 18.958** .114 .194 4.345*
Years o f  Education -.052** .012 -.017* .009 4.317* -.032* .014 .519 -.082** .025 1.183
Resources
Economic Resources (Income) -.001 .002 -.007 .003 1.685 -.005 .004 .962 -.002 .004 .001























Hispanic Dittercnce Asian Dittercnce
X2b S t b S t b SL X2 b S t
Context
Size o f  LMA (Population)
Nonmctro -.214 .188 -.280 .152 .016 -.546 .679 .545 -1.140 2.833 .084
Medium Metro -.332* * .117 -.124 .086 2.331 -.191 .173 1.551 .141 .700 .628
Large Metro .086 .089 -.224** .070 6.756** -.142 .129 .542 .275 .370 7.338**
Major Metro - - - - — - - - - - -
Housing Value .001 .001 .000 .001 2.656 .000 .001 .615 .001 .002 2.571
Racial Concentration (%) .000 .004 .Oil** .003 -- .008** .002 -- .016 Oil -
Intercept .523 .554 3.275 .350 .793 .577 6.245 1.412
Chi-square 108.25 182.18 30.42 62.64
Degree o f  Freedom 10 10 10 10
-2 Log Likelihood 5591.23 8277.17 2954.04 733.43
n 7,071 6,363 2,239 652
Notes: * p < .0 5  **p< .01  Joint is a reference group. Clii-square tests for differences from white coefficients are 



















Table 6-9. Coefficients from Logistic Regression of Independent vs. Joint Living and Racial/Ethnic
Differences in Logistic Regression Coefficients for Women (adding number of children)
Independent Variables
Model T
White Black Dillerece Hispanic Diilercnce Asian Uillerence
b SE b SE X2 b SE X2 b SE X1
Characteristics
Age -.025** .006 -.042** .005 5.295* -.012 .007 1.630 -.107** .020 16.438*
Unmarried .619* * 082 .279** 067 10.259** .104 .102 15.519** .525* .213 .169
Years o f  Education -.033** 012 -.004 .009 3.707 -.012 .014 1.326 -.048 .026 .263
Resources
Economic Resources (Income) .000 .002 -.002 .003 .348*
TTOO .004 .991 .005 .004 1.118
Physical Disability .022 .025 -.035* .018 3.390 o .£* to .031 2.597 148 .079 2.315
Number o f  Children Ever Bom
None — « — — — « — — — — —
One .244 130 .264** .090 .016 .335 .186 .162 .130 .470 .054
Two .277* .118 .541** .094 3.095 .802** .174 6.237 .181 .416 .049
3 - 4 .406* ♦ .113 .675** .086 3.590 .820** .120 4.484* 1 117** .371 3.369
More than 4 1.002* • .124 1.319** .080 4.384* 1.322** .152 2.655 1.802** .374 4.114*
Intercept -.429 465 1.828 .356 -.267 .585 5.804 1.407
Chi-square 176.11 478.21 115.23 83.64
Degree o f Freedom 9 9 9 9
-2 Log Likelihood 5533.96 7975.95 2866.52 709.07
n 7,071 6,363 2,239 652
Model 2
While Hlack Uitlerccc Hispanic Difference Asian Uillerence
Independent Variables b SE b SE X2 b SE X2 b SF. X2
Characteristics
Age -.240** .006 -.042** .005 5.403* -.014 .008 1.400 -.118** .020 18.745**
Unmarried .592** .083 .268** .068 9.486** .094 .103 13.803** .507* .218 .123



















While black Dillerece Hispanic Uillerence Asian Uillerence
Independent Variables 6 SE 0 s i r X1 b SE X2 b "SI- ' X2
Resources
Economic Resources (Income) -.001 .002 -.003 .003 .369 -.004 .004 .609 .001 .004 .113
Physical Disability .029 .026 -.036* .018 4.315* -.044 .031 3.141 .144 .081 1.844
Number o f Children Ever Born
None — - — - - — — — — — — —
One .024 ,130 .271** .090 .024 .359 .187 .173 .126 .476 .036
Two .279* .118 .535** .094 2.928 .828** .175 6.064* -.016 .425 .312
3 - 4 .415** .113 .687** .086 3.573 .841** .160 4.456* 1.021** .377 2.771
More than 4 1.039** ,125 1.311** .081) 3.608 1.374** .154 2.540 1.709** .380 2.894
Context
Size o f LMA (Population)
Nonmetro -.238 ,189 -.296 .156 .014 -.784 .690 1.083 -1.082 2.845 .066
Medium Metro -.333* ,117 -.154 .088 1.701 -.363* .179 .207 .243 .741 .833
Large Metro .093 .089 -.202* .072 5.977* -.296* .133 2.816 .131 .390 5.597*
Major Metro -- - - - — - — — — — —
Housing Value .001 .001 .000 .001 1.846 .000 .001 2.660 .001 .002 1.711
Racial Concentration (%) -.001 .004 .009* ♦ .003 - .009* ♦ .002 -- .020 .012 --
Intercept -.374 ,572 1.719 .370 -.409 .606 6.031 1.602
Chi-square 196.70 498.36 132.26 105.18
Degree o f Freedom 14 14 14 15
-2 Log Likelihood 5511.75 7953.93 2848.29 685.21
n 7,071 6,363 2,239 652
Notes: * p < .0 5  **p< .01  Joint is a reference group. Chi-square tests for differences from white coefficients are 




than those in the major metropolitan areas. Among Black women, those who lived in 
the areas with a population between 250,000 and 1,000,000 were less likely to choose 
joint living than those in the major metropolitan areas. Housing value was not 
significant for any group. This was similar to the effect observed for men.
Racial/ethnic concentration was positively related to joint living for Black and Hispanic 
women. Black and Hispanic women who lived in the areas where their racial/ethnic 
groups were highly concentrated were more likely to choose joint living than those in 
the areas where they were not concentrated.
Table 6-9, which displays the extension models of Models 1 and 2 of Table 6-8, 
depicts the effect o f potential availability and the number of children on joint living. 
Availability o f children had a relationship to joint living for all racial/ethnic groups of 
women. More specifically, categories o f “3 - 4” and “more than 4” had a positive 
relationship to joint living for all groups. Having two children had a positive 
relationship for white. Black and Hispanic women. Having one child had a positive 
relationship only for Black women. Thus, elderly women who had more than three 
children were more likely to choose joint living than those who were childless. In 
addition, among women, the number of children increases the odds ratio in each 
category increased: the odds ratio o f category “one” was 1.302; that of “two” was 1.718; 
that of “3 - 4” was 1.963; and that o f “more than 4” was 3.709. These odds ratios 
suggest that the probability of Black women choosing joint living increases along with 
numbers of children. Among Asian women, categories “one” and “two” were not
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significant, but the odds of joint living for women with three or four children or with 
more than four were relatively high~the odds ratio for “2 - 3” was 3.056 and that for 
“more than 4” was 6.061.
Fitness o f the Data to the Models
I compared the log likelihoods in the models in Table 6-8. When Models 1 and 
2 were compared, Model 2 fit the data well among white, Black, and Asian women, 
while Model 1 was a more parsimonious model for Hispanic women. Indeed, none of 
the context variables were statistically significant for Asian women.
Considering the fit o f alternative models with the number of children, I 
compared the log likelihoods in the models. First, between Model 1 of Tables 6-8 and 
6-9, Model 1 of Table 6-9 fit the data well for all groups of women. It suggests that 
children are strongly related to the decision to choose joint living. Second, between 
Models 1 and 2 o f Table 6-9, Model 1 was also a better model for all groups of women. 
Third, between Model 2 of Tables 6-8 and 6-9, Model 2 of Table 6-9 fit the data well 
for all groups of women. Overall, the models with number of children fit the data well 
for all groups of women. These comparisons suggest that the potential availability of 
children is positively related to joint living. Indeed, since joint living is living with 
others, other members (often offspring) are necessary for joint living.
Overall, age and years o f education were important factors related to a choice of 
independent and joint living regardless of gender and race or ethnicity. As Aquilino 
(1990) notes in his research, those who live with children are the younger-old.
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However, economic resources and housing value, which were related to the status of 
household head, had no effect on joint living for most of the groups. It may be that the 
elderly in this sample are the head of a household or the spouse of the household head 
who are assumed to have sufficient economic resources and/or own their houses. Or, 
age, marital status, and educational attainment may predict economic resources as well 
as a household status. For all groups of women, having three or more children 
increased the odds of joint living. However, for Black women, having any children 
increased these odds; each additional child raised the potential for joint living.
Effects of Cultural Characteristics on Joint Living 
Men
Coefficients o f the Variables
Table 6-10 presents the cultural effect for Hispanic and Asian men. Speaking a 
native language at home was significant (b=1.211) for Hispanic men, but not for Asian 
men. Duration of residence in the United States was negatively related to joint living 
for both groups o f  men. Hispanic or Asian men who have lived in the U.S. for a longer 
period of time were less likely to choose joint living than those who have lived here for 
a shorter period o f  time.
Fitness of the Data to the Models
Considering the fit of alternative models, I compared the log likelihoods in the 
models—Models 1 and 2 of Table 6-7 and Models 3 and 4 of Table 6-10. First, when 
Model 1 of Table 6-7 and Model 3 of Table 6-10 were compared, Model 3 fit the data

















Table 6-10. Coefficients from Logistic Regression oflndependent vs. Joint Living and Racial/Ethnic
Differences in Logistic Regression Coefficients for Hispanic and Asian Men
Independent Variables
Model 3 Model 4
Hispamc Asian Diilercnce Hispanic Asian Uillerence
h Sk b Sk X2 b "SE ' b Sk X2
Characteristics
Age -,04U** .008 -.067** .016 2.281 -.041** .008 -.074** .016 3.491
Unmarried -.486* ♦ .130 .035 .249 3.455 -.501** .131 .011 .255 4.645*
Years o f  Education -.028* .013 -.051* .021 .889 -.029* .013 -.037 .022 .076
Resources
Economic Resources (Income) .003 .003 .004 .003 .071 .003 .003 .003 .003 .048
Physical Disability .118** .036 .127 .075 .012 .120** .036 .163* .077 .317
Culture
Non-English Spoken at Home 1.211** .1699 .310 .226 10.176** 1.145** .172 .332 .233 9.132**
Duration o f  Residence in the U.S. -.000* .003 -.009* .004 .318 -.006* .003 -.015** .004 3.570
Context
Size o f  LMA (Population)
Nonmctro -.145 .370 .396 .690 .315
Medium Metro -.206 .194 .086 .759 .020
Large Metro -.126 .144 1.002* .428 9.371**
Major Metro - - - - -
Housing Value .001 .001 .003 .002 .194
Racial Concentration (%) .009 .003 -.009 .014 --
Intercept 2.020 .642 5.089 1.180 1.818 .661 4.919 1.255
Chi-square 134.19 38.72 145.18 55.22
Degree o f  Freedom 7 7 12 12
-2 Log Likelihood 2391.82 849.11 2379.43 831.25
n 1,853 646 1,853 646
Notes: *p < .05 **p < .01 Joint is a reference group. Chi-square tests for differences from Hispanic coefficients are 



















Table 6-11. Coefficients from Logistic Regression of Independent vs. Joint Living and Racial/Ethnic
Differences in Logistic Regression Coefficients for Hispanic and Asian Women
Independent Variables




X2h SE b SE b SE b SE
Characteristics
Age -.014 .008 -.087** .018 13.377** -.014 .008 -.095** .019 14.681**
Unmarried .059 .100 .112 .193 .058 .058 .101 .167 .199 .116
Years o f  Education -.021 .014 -.091** .025 6.178* -.016 .014 -.061* 026 2.579
Resources




Physical Disability -.031 .030 .183* .076 6.855** o o .030 .169* .078 5.847*
Culture
Non-English Spoken at Home .800** .146 -.218 .231 13.827** .724** .150 I O .245 11.375**
Duration o f  Residence in the U.S. -.006** .003 -.002 .004 .768 -.007** .002 -.014** 005 .533
Context
Size o f  LMA (Population)
Nonmetro -.284 .691 -1.264 2.827 .053
Medium Metro -.075 .177 .150 .706 .155
Large Metro -.053 .132 .238 .372 10.038**
Major Metro - - - - -
Housing Value .000 .001 .001 .002 5.761*
Racial Concentration (%) .006* .002 .027* .012 —
Intercept .331 .598 6.249 .332 .294 .612 6.335 1.422
Chi-square 61.45 37.90 67.73 69.41
Degree o f  Freedom 7 7 12 12
-2 Log Likelihood 2920.07 759.32 2913.52 725.81
n 2,239 652 2,239 652
Notes: * p < .0 5  **p< ,01  Joint is a reference group. Chi-square tests for differences from Hispanic coefficients are 


















Table 6-12. Coefficients from Logistic Regression of Independent vs. Joint Living and Racial/Ethnic Differences in
Logistic Regression Coefficients for Hispanic and Asian Women (adding number of children)
Model i Model 4
IlispaniIC Asian Difference Hispanic Asian Dillerence
Independent Variables b SE b SI- ' X2 b SE b SU ' X2
Characteristics
Age -O il .008 -. 110** .020 20.665** -.012 .008 -.114** .021 21.121**
Unmarried .174 .103 .490* .216 1.749 .172 .104 .514* .221 1.775
Years o f  Education .007 .014 -.055* .027 4.146* .011 .014 -.031 .027 1.984
Resources
Economic Resources (Income) -.002 .004 .004 .004 1.013
G©
.004 .001 .004 .200
Physical Disability -.038 .031 .152 .080 4.968* -.038 .031 .143 .081 4.390*
Number o f  Children Ever Born 
None ..
One .344 .188 .135 .470 .171 .364 .189 .101 .476 .157
Two .759** .176 .151 .417 1.804 .787** .177 -.016 .426 2.412
3 - 4 .815** .161 1.102** .371 .504 .834** .162 1.013** .376 .391
More than 4 1.355** .155 1.830** .378 1.352 1.391** .156 1.628** .382 .554
Culture
Non-English Spoken at Home .738** .150 -.140 .245 9.247** .658** .154 -.089 .259 7.738**




















Model 3 Model 4
Hispanic Asian Dillerence Hispanic Asian Dillerence
b Si’ b St '  X2 b St b SI: X2
Context
Size o f  LMA (Population)
Nonmetro -.497 .698 -1.172 2.841 .016
Medium Metro -.230 .182 .251 .740 .441
Large Metro -.202 .136 .135 .392 8 .4 6 7 "
Major Metro - - - - -
Housing Value -.001 .001 ,001 .002 6.285*
Racial Concentration (%) .0 0 7 " .003 .025* .012 -
Intercept -.805 .628 6 006 1564 -.790 .642 6.059 1.502
Chi-square 158.75 84.92 167.36 106.79
Degree o f  Freedom II II 16 16
-2 Log Likelihood 2817.70 707.47 2808.06 683.37
n 2,239 652 2,239 652
Notes: * p < .0 5  **p< .01  Joint is a reference group. Chi-square tests for differences from Hispanic coefficients are




well for both Hispanic and Asian men. Second, between Model 2 of Table 6-7 and 
Model 4 of Table 6-10, Model 4 fit the data well for both groups of men. Third, 
between Models 3 and 4 of Table 6-10, Model 3 was a more parsimonious model for 
Hispanic men, while Model 4 was a better model for Asian men. As a result, models 
with cultural variables fit the data better; that is, cultural factors emerged as an 
important explanatory resource in the model.
Women
Coefficients of the Variables
Table 6-11 presents the effects of cultural factors on joint living for women. 
Among Hispanic women, in Model 3, both speaking a native language at home (b = 
-.800) and duration of residence in the U.S. (b = -.006) were significant. Hispanic 
women who spoke their native language at home were more likely to choose joint living 
than those who did not. Also, those who have lived in the U.S. for a longer period of 
time were less likely to choose joint living than those who have lived for a shorter 
period of time. Among Asian women, however, both cultural variables were not 
significant in Model 3. Interestingly, in Model 3, only cultural factors were related to 
the choice of joint living for Hispanic women, but this was not the case for Asian 
women.
Fitness of the Data to the Models
I compared the log likelihoods for the fit of alternative models—Models 1 and 2 
of Table 6-8 and Models 3 and 4 of Table 6-11. First, when Model 1 of Table 6-8 and
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Model 3 of Table 6-11 were compared, Model 3 fit the data well for Hispanic women, 
while Model 1 was more parsimonious for Asian women. Second, between Model 3 
and 4 of Table 6-11, Model 4 was a better model for Asian women, while Model 3 was 
a more parsimonious model for Hispanic women. Third, between Model 2 of Table 6-8 
and Model 4 of Table 6-11, Model 4 was a better model for Hispanic women, while 
Model 2 was a more parsimonious model for Asian women. Cultural factors were 
importantly related to choice o f joint living as a whole among Hispanic women, but not 
for Asian women.
Table 6-12 is an extended model of Table 6-11. I added the variable “number of 
children ever bom.” Hispanic women who had more than two children were more 
likely to choose joint living than those who were childless. Among Asian women, those 
who had more than three children were more likely to choose joint living than those 
who were childless. Considering the effect of availability of children, I compared with 
the log likelihoods in the models—Models 3 and 4 of Table 6-11 and Models 3 and 4 of 
Table 6-12. First, between Model 3 of Tables 6-11 and 6-12, Model 3 of Table 6-12 fit 
the data well for both Hispanic and Asian women. Second, between Model 4 of Tables 
6-11 and 6-12, Model 4 of Table 6-12 fit the data well for both groups. The models 
with the number of children (Table 6-12) had more power to explain the choice of joint 
living. Potential availability of children had an effect on the choice between 
independent and joint living for both Hispanic and Asian women. Obviously, elderly 
who have no children cannot choose to live with them.
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Contribution of the Variables on Joint Living on the Model
I examined the contribution of independent variables in the models, which 
included all applicable variables (see Appendix C). I used Model 2 of Table 6-7 for 
white and Black men, Model 4 of Table 6-10 for Hispanic and Asian men, Model 2 of 
Table 6-9 for white and Black women, and Model 4 in Table 6-12 for Hispanic and 
Asian women.
Men
Among men, the contribution of independent variables to the model varied with 
race or ethnicity. First, among white men, the largest contribution to the model was 
age, followed by years of education and unmarried status. Second, among Black men, 
unmarried status showed the largest contribution to the model, followed by age and the 
size of labor market areas (“large metro”). Third, among Hispanic men, speaking a 
native language showed the largest contribution to the model, followed by age and 
unmarried status. Fourth, among Asian men, the largest contribution was that of age, 
followed by duration of residence in the U.S. and the size of LMA (“large metro”). 
Overall, age showed larger explanatory power in the model o f independent vs. joint 
living among all groups of men. Also, cultural variables had an important contribution 
to the model for Hispanic and Asian man.
Women
Among women, the contribution of independent variables also varied with race 
or ethnicity. First, among white women, the number of children (“more than 4”)
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indicated the largest contribution to the model, followed by unmarried status and age. 
Among Black women, the largest contribution to the model was also the number of 
children (“more than 4”), followed by age and the number of children (“3 - 4” and 
“two”). Among Hispanic women, three categories o f the number of children (“two,” “3 
-4,” and “more than 4”) showed the greatest effect on the model, followed by speaking a 
native language and duration of residence in the U.S. Among Asian women, the largest 
contribution was that of age, followed by the number of children (more than 4 and 3- 4 )  
and unmarred status. Overall, the number of children (“more than 4”) and age showed 
great effect on the model for all groups of women. Unmarried had a larger explanatory 
power to joint living for white, Black, and Asian women but no power for Hispanic 
women. Cultural variables had an effect on joint living for Hispanic women but not for 
Asian women.
Joint Living vs. Dependent Living 
Although the logistic regression of joint vs. dependent living is not independent 
or orthogonal for other logistic regression models in the present research (Blalock,
1979: 348-352), this logistic model is useful for understanding the conditions behind 
joint and dependent living. For example, I was be able to explore whether joint living 
was the choice for the elderly who had sufficient economic resources, and dependent 
living was the choice for the elderly o f limited economic resources. Also, it was
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interesting to see whether both living arrangements had the same root as an extended
household in the function of the family support system.
Technically, I examined the logistic regression of joint vs. dependent living
using the same method as in the models which I mentioned in earlier sections. I coded
dependent living as 1 and joint living as 0 (reference category). However, in this
logistic regression model, since both arrangements were the extended household (living
with others), it was assumed that “no child” was not relevant as a reference category
because the elderly who lived in the extended household usually lived with their adult
children, which meant that they would have had at least one child. Thus, I recategorized
the number of children into four groups. I combined the categories of “none” and “one”
into one category (“none or one”), which was used as a reference category. The other
groups are the same—’’two,” “3 - 4,” and “more than 4.”
Effects of Individual Characteristics. Resources, and Geographical Context on 
Dependent Living
Men
Coefficients of the Variables
Table 6-13 describes the results for men by racial/ethnic groups. In Model 1, 
unmarried status had a positive relationship with dependent living for all groups of men. 
Age was significant only among Hispanic men. Years of education was positively 
related to dependent living among white and Asian men. Economic resources were 
negatively related to dependent living for all groups. Men with less economic resources
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were more likely to choose dependent living than those with more economic resources. 
Physical disability had a positive relationship for Black and Asian men, but it had a 
negative relationship for Hispanic men. Among Hispanic men, those who coresided in 
someone else’s household may have needed to be healthy, since they may have been 
expected to share some housework in exchange for their lodging. The same result was 
observed in the model of independent/joint vs. dependent living. Dependent living may 
not be a one way support system, rather it may be an inter-support system for Hispanic 
men.
Fitness of the Data to the Models
Model 2 examined the effects of context in the labor market areas. Among 
white men, context has no effect on dependent living. So, I did not observe any 
improvement in Model 2 for white men. Among Black men, only “nonmetro” was 
significantly related to dependent living, as a result Model 1 was more parsimonious 
than Model 2 for them. Among Hispanic men, size of the LMA (“medium metro”) had 
a negative relationship to dependent living, and Model 2 fit the data better than Model 
1. Among Asian men, racial/ethnic concentration was significant, but the coefficients 
o f years of education and physical disability were reduced to a non-significant level.
Yet, Model 2 fit the data better than Model 1. Overall, marital status and economic 
resources were important factors for a choice between joint and dependent living. We 
may conclude that the elderly who choose dependent living are in a disadvantaged 
position.

















Tabic 6-13. Coefficients from Logistic Regression of Joint vs. Dependent Living and
Racial/Ethnic Differences in Logistic Regression Coefficients for Men
Independent Variables
Model 1
White 13 lack Dillerence Hispanic Dillerence Asian Dillerence
b SE' ' b SE X2 b SE X2 b SE X2
Characteristics
Age .022 .013 .009 .010 .690 .028* .012 .095 .018 .019 .035
Unmarried 2.139** .020 2.855** .166 7.582** 1.830** .164 1.435 1.036** .273 10.620* ♦
Years o f Education *  .063* .270 .022 .019 1.582 .014 .022 2.048 .062* .025 .002
Resources
Economic Resources ($1,000) -.051** .009 -.037** .008 1.205 -.074** .012 2.550 -.121** .013 19.681**
Physical Disability .079 .060 .181** .041 1.977 -.155** .054 8.4795** .181* .077 1.116
Intercept -3.994 1.007 -3.581 .766 -2.725 .876 -.750 1.406
Chi-square 273.06 626.89 269.71 117.95
Degree o f Freedom 5 5 5 5
-2Log Likelihood 777.98 1551.38 1000.30 543.84
n 1,088 2,044 1,108 554
Model 2
White Black Dillerence Hispanic Dillerence Asian Dillerence
Independent Variables b SE b SE X2 b SE X2 b SE X2
Characteristics
Age .023 .013 .006 .010 1.016 .027* .012 .046 .032 .020 .137
Unmarried 2.094* * .202 2.847** .167 8.268* ♦ 1.886** .168 .621 1.110** .284 8.296**
Years o f  Education .056* .028 .013 .019 1.532 -.008 .023 3.080 .044 .026 .080
Resources
Economic Resources ($1,000) -.053** .010 -.040** .008 1.000 -.075** .012 2.314 -.113** .013 15.265**




















White Mlnck Dillerence Hispanic Dillerence Asian Dillerence
b Sli b SI- X2 b Sli X2 b SI- X2
Context
Size o f LMA (Population)
Nonmctro .322 .352 -.715* .302 5.135* -.812 .801 1.657 .261 1.012 1.979
Less than 250,000 -.029 .354 -.402 .225 .761 -.995** .381 3.373 -.604 1.021 .825
250,000- 1,000,000 .170 .261 -.261 .176 1.866 -.304 .249 1.683 -.457 .445 13.428**
More than 1,000,000 — — « — — - — — — — —
Housing Value .003 .002 -.001 001 4.112* .002 .001 .336 .002 .003 7.400* ♦
Racial Concentration (%) -.003 .009 .001 .007 - .007 .005 - -.037* .016 -
Intercept -4.057 1.351 -3.016 .831 -2.702 .941 -1.417 1.528
Chi-square 277.62 631.55 285.19 145.36
Degree o f Freedom 10 10 10 10
-2Log Likelihood 772.60 1542.87 978.22 513.46
n 1,088 2,044 1,108 554
Notes: *p < .05 **p < .01 Dependnet living is a reference group. Chi-square tests for differences from white
coefficients are based on the analysis combing white and each racial/ethnic group including interaction terms between 


















Table 6-14. Coefficients from Logistic Regression of Joint vs. Dependent Living and
Racial/Ethnic Differences in Logistic Regression Coefficients for Women
Model t
White Black Dittercnce Hispanic Dillerence Asian Dillerence
Independent Variables b SE b SE X2 b SE ‘  X2 ' b SE '  X2
Characteristics
Age .037** .008 .075** .006 14.924** .043** .008 .253 .094** .019 7.346**
Unmarried 1.093** .167 .865** .137 1.119 1.104** .144 .002 .280 .206 9.441**
Years o f  Education .017 .018 .017 .013 .000 .012 .017 .043 .018 .026 .002
Resources
Economic Resources (Income) -.050** .006 -.059** .008 .676 -.128** .012 30.860** -.094** .012 10.722**
Physical Disability .136** .036 .034 .025 5.497* .029 .035 4.655* -.014 .076 3.218
Intercept -3.776 .625 -6.918 .467 -3.279 .628 -5.210 1.381
Chi-square 268.37 414.35 317.11 129.36
Degree o f Freedom 5 5 5 5
-2Log Likelihood 1922.64 3722.09 1923.83 659.55
n 1,662 3,453 1,705 707
Model 2
White Black Dillerence Hispanic Dillerence Asian Dillerence
Independent Variables b SE b SE X1 b SE X2 b sE '  X2
Characteristics
Age .035** .008 .072** .006 14.431** .045** .008 .685 .118** .020 11.382**
Unmarried 1.) 13** .169 .859** .138 1.391 1.054** .147 .095 .349 .212 9.510**
Years o f  Education .018 .018 .000 .013 .534 .001 .017 .305 .012 .027 .033
Resources
Economic Resources (Income) -.055** .007 -.064* ♦ .009 .656 -.135** .013 30.537** -.078** .012 4.551*





















White Hlack Dillerence Hispanic Dillerence Asian Dillerence
b Si- b Sli XJ b St- XJ b SI- X1
Context
Size o f  LMA (Population)
Nonmetro .003 .310 .007 .246 .002 -1.041 1.330 .394 .122 3.100 .014
Medium Metro .131 .186 -.064 .137 .660 -.431 .252 4.070* .075 .795 .392
Large Metro -.167 .146 -.036 .113 .482 -.269 .178 .760 .371 .471 8.049**
Major Metro - — - — - - - - - - -
Mousing Value .004* .001 .005** .001 .050 .003** .001 .426 .002 .002 19.772**
Racial Concentration (%) -.007 .006 -.003 .004 - -.006 .003 - -.052* ♦ .016 -
Intercept -3.329 .829 -6.994 .495 -3.458 .675 -6.840 1.527
Chi-square 292.29 465.86 355.10 175.43
Degree o f  Freedom 10 10 10 10
-2Log Likelihood 1892.23 3662.06 1868.04 620.21
n 1,662 1,662 1,705 707
Notes: * p < .0 5  **p< .01  Dependnet living is a reference group. Chi-square tests for differences from white 
coefficients are based on the analysis combing white and each racial/ethnic group including interaction terms between 


















Table 6-15. Coefficients from Logistic Regression of Joint vs. Dependent Living and Racial/Ethnic 
Differences in Logistic Regression Coefficients for Women (adding number of children)
M odel l
White Black Uillerence Hispanic Diilercnce Asian Diilercnce
Independent Variables i r SsE b SE XJ ' SE ' X b SE X1
Characteristics
Age .035" .008 .0 7 1 " .006 13 5 8 6 " .039** .008 .140 .096** .020 8.443**
Unmarried 1 047** .169 .8 5 0 " .138 .813 1.101** .147 .060 .207 .213 9 .518"
Years o f  Education 001 .018 .009 013 .126 -.003 .017 .020 .012 .206 .124
Resources
Economic Resources ($1,000) -.0 5 4 " .007 -.0 6 2 " .008 .641 -.132** .012 30.841** -.095** .012 9.577**
Physical Disability .152" .037 .036 .025 6.850* ♦ .031 .035 5.766* i o o .fa
.
.076 3.386
Number o f Children Ever Bom
None or One - — — — — — — — — — —
Two -.376* .155 -.196 .128 .809 .208 .192 5.602* .200 .438 1.544
3 - 4 -.3 9 4 " .144 -.263* .113 .512 -.454** .169 .074 -.111 .343 .579
More than 4 -1 0 6 1 " .173 -.665* ♦ .100 3.957 -.422** .153 7.700** -.277 .320 4.646
Intercept -2.972 .646 -6.219 .478 -2.599 .653 -5.112 1.425
Chi-square 296.89 450.95 328.14 129.74
Degree o f Freedom 8 8 8 8
-2Log Likelihood 1883.11 3676.17 1903.76 657.36
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-.058** .007 -.067** .009 .676 -.139** .013 31.315** -.080** .012 4.160*
.159** .037 .054* .026 5.468* .027 .035 6.485* .002 .079 3.328
-.390* .156 -.223 .129 .624 .169 .196 5.282* .325 .474 1.869
-.366* .145 -.281* .114 .216
•*OO*ri .173 .240 -.137 .358 .385
-1.009** .174 -.655** .101 3.063 -.435** .156 6.362** -.423 .336 3.250
.045 .313 .014 .249 .000 -.959 1.371 .337 .127 3.099 .018
.191 .188 -.049 .138 .991 -.375 .256 4.025 .052 .787 .569
-.156 .148 -.041 .113 .377 -.181 .181 .274 .424 .469 8.547**
.004** .001 .005** .001 .177 .004** .001 .036 .003 .002 18.731**
© o .006 -.002 .004 - -.006 .003 -- -.056* * .015 --
-2.578 .848 -6.334 .505 -2.878 .696 -6.831 1.595
316.11 499.47 364.70 176.37
13 13 13 13
1857.29 3618.93 1849.10 615.48
1,663 3,453 1,705 707
Notes: *p < .05 **p < .01 Dependnet living is a reference group. Chi-square tests for differences from white 
coefficients are based on the analysis combing white and each racial/ethnic group including interaction terms between 





Coefficients o f  the Variables
Table 6-14 presents the results of the logistic regression without the number of 
children for women. Age had a positive relationship to dependent living for all groups 
of women. The effect of age was larger among Black and Asian women than among 
white women. Unmarried status was significant for white, Black, and Hispanic women 
but not for Asian women. Year of education had no effect on dependent living for all 
groups of women. Economic resources are negatively related to dependent living for all 
groups of women. However, physical disability was significant only for white women.
In Model 2, size of the LMA had no effect on dependent living for all groups o f  
women. Housing value was positively related to dependent living for white, Black and 
Hispanic women but not for Asian women. Yet, racial/ethnic concentration was 
significant only for Asian women. Among white, Black and Hispanic women, those 
who lived in the areas where the housing values was higher were more likely to choose 
dependent living than those who lived in areas where the housing value was lower.
Table 6-15 examined the effect o f the number of children. All categories o f the 
number of children were negatively related to dependent living among white women. 
Among Black and Hispanic women, the categories of “3 - 4” and “more than 4” also 
had negative relationships with dependent living. However, no category of the number 
of children had an effect on dependent living for Asian women. Among white, Black 
and Hispanic women, those who had more than two children were less likely to choose
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dependent living than those without children or having one child. This may be due to 
the fact that those who have more children have a greater probability of living with their 
younger adult children in their own homes, because these younger adult children are 
still dependent on their elder parents.
Fitness of the Data to the Models
First, when I compared he log likelihoods in Models 1 and 2 of Table 6-14, 
Model 1 was more parsimonious for all groups of women. Second, when I compared to 
the log likelihoods in Model 1 o f Tables 6-14 and 6-15, Model 1 of Table 6-15 fit the 
data better for white, Black, Hispanic women. However, among Asian women, Model 1 
of Table 6-14 was more parsimonious. This is due to the little of effect o f the number 
of children no dependent living. Third, between Models 1 and 2 of Table 6-15, Model 
2 of Table 6-15 fit the data better for all groups of women. Finally, I compared the log 
likelihoods in Model 1 of Table 6-14 with those in Model 2 of Table 6-15. Model 2 o f 
Table 6-15 fit the data better for white, Black, and Hispanic women, but Model 2 o f 
Table 6-14 was more parsimonious for Asian women. As a result, larger numbers of 
children were an important factor related to choosing dependent living, but in a 
direction opposite than expected. I expected that the number of children would not be 
related to the choice between joint and dependent living, since both arrangements are 
the extended household which is essentially living with a child. Overall, age and 
economic resources were important factors related to the choice of dependent living for 
all groups of women.
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Effects of Cultural Characteristics on Dependent Living 
Men
Coefficients of the Variables
Table 6-16 presents the cultural effects among Hispanic and Asian men. 
Speaking a native language at home and the duration of residence in the U.S. were 
negatively related to dependent living among Hispanic men. Among Asian men, 
however, only the duration of residence in the U.S. had a negative relationship to 
dependent living. So, among both groups of men, those who had lived in the U.S. for a 
longer period of time were less likely to coreside in someone’s else household than 
those who had lived in the U.S. for a shorter period of time. It is assumed that the 
former group of the elderly have more economic resources to be independent than the 
latter group. Indeed, economic resources were negatively related to dependent living 
for Hispanic and Asian men. Among Hispanic men, those who spoke a native language 
at home were less likely to choose dependent living than those who did not speak the 
native language.
Fitness of the Data to the Models
When I compared the log likelihoods in Model 3 o f Table 6-16 and those in 
Model 4 of Table 6-16, Model 3 was more parsimonious for both Hispanic and Asian 
men. Furthermore, when the log likelihoods in Model 1 o f Table 6-13 were compared 
those o f Model 3 of Table 6-16, Model 3 fit the data better for both groups. Between 
Model 2 of Table 6-13 and Model 4 in Table 6-16, Model 4 in Table 6-16 fit the data
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better for both groups. These results suggest that cultural variables have explanatory 
power for choice of dependent living.
Women
Coefficients of the Variables
Table 6-17 presents the effects of cultural factors on joint vs. dependent living 
for Hispanic and Asian women. Duration of residence in the U.S. had a negative 
relationship to dependent living for both Hispanic and Asian women. However, 
speaking a native language at home was not statistically significant for both groups.
Table 6-18 illustrates the effects of the number of children. In Model 3, none of 
the categories of the number of children were significant among Asian women. Among 
Hispanic women, categories o f “3 - 4” and “more than 4” were negatively related to 
dependent living.
Fitness of the Variables to the Models
I compared the log likelihoods in models in Tables 6-14 and 6-14. First, in 
comparison o f Model 1 of Table 6-14 and Model 3 of Table 6-17, Model 3 of Table 
6-17 fit the data better for both groups of women. Second, between Models 2 and 4 in 
Table 6-14, Model 4 fit the data better for both groups of women. Third, between 
Models 3 and 4 o f Table 6-17, Model 3 was more parsimonious for Asian women, while 
Model 4 fit the data better for Hispanic women. As a result, the cultural factors were 
importantly related to a choice between joint and dependent living.
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Furthermore, considering the effect of the number of children, I compared the 
log likelihoods in Tables 6-17 and 6-18. First, between Model 3 of Table 6-17 and 
Table 6-18, Model 3 of Table 6-18 fit the data better for both Hispanic and Asian 
women. Second, between Model 4 of Tables 6-17 and 6-18, Model 4 o f Table 6-18 fit 
the data better for both groups. Third, between Models 3 and 4 o f Table 6-18, Model 3 
was more parsimonious for both groups. Finally, between Model 1 o f Table 6-15 and 
Model 3 of Table 6-18, Model 3 in Table 6-18 fit the data better for both groups. These 
results suggest that the number of children is an important factor related to the choice 
between joint and dependent living as well as cultural factors.
Contribution of the Variables on Dependent Living in the Model 
Men
I compared the contribution of coefficients to the models, which included all 
applicable variables (see Appendix C). I used Model 2 of Table 6-13 for white and 
Black men and Model 4 of Table 6-16 for Hispanic and Asian men. Among white men, 
unmarried status had the strongest effect on dependent living, followed by economic 
resources and years of education. Among Black men, unmarried status also showed the 
largest contribution to the model, followed by economic resources and physical 
disability. Among Hispanic men, unmarried status had the largest contribution to the 
model, followed by duration o f residence in the U.S. and economic resources. Among 
Asian men, economic resources showed the largest contribution to the model, followed 
by duration o f residence in the U.S. and unmarried status.

















Table 6-16. Coefficients from Logistic Regression of Joint vs. Dependent Living and Racial/Ethnic
Differences in Logistic Regression Coefficients for Hispanic and Asian Men
Independent Variables
Model J Model 4
Hispanic Asian billerence llispamIC Asian Difference
b SH b X1 b “ s i r - b '"5E X1
Characteristics
Age .029* .012 .047* .021 .558 .029* .012 .049* .021 .709
Unmarried 2.016** .178 1.560** .318 1.568 2.026** .180 1.524** .323 1.737
Years o f  Education .009 .022 .055* 027 1.705 .000 .023 ,043 .027 1.500
Resources
Economic Resources ($1,000) -.060* ♦ .011 -.094** .013 3.850* -.061 ♦♦ .012 -.094** .013 3.326
Physical Disability -.088 .055 .224** .084 9.648** -.085 .056 .202* .086 8.120**
Culture
Non-English Spoken at Home -.915** .314 -.735 .416 .119 -.963* ♦ .317 -.753 .431 .124
Duration o f  Residence in the U.S -.029* ♦ .004 -.046* ♦ .006 5.568* -.026** .004 -.041** .007 4.434*
Context
Size o f  LMA (Population)
Nonmetro -.442 .839 .571 1.104 .268
Medium Metro -.637 .399 -.434 1.041 .001
Large Metro -.110 .260 -.420 .459 2.153
Major Metro -- - - -- -
Housing Value .002 .001 .000 .003 2.181
Racial Concentration (%) .005 .005 -.014 .018 -
Intercept -1.136 .945 -1.469 1.578 -1.496 1.001 -1.427 1,646
Chi-square 326.97 195.76 332.24 199.26
Degree o f  Freedom 7 7 12 12
-2Log Likelihood 939.01 477.08 930.58 470.97
n 1,181 554 1,181 554
Notes: *p < .05 **p < .01 Dependnet living is a reference group. Chi-square tests for differences from Hispanic 
coefficients are based on the analysis combing Hispanic and Asian including interaction terms between 

















Table 6-17. Coefficients from Logistic Regression of Joint vs. Dependent Living and Racial/Ethnic
Differences in Logistic Regression Coefficients for Hispanic and Asian Women
Independent Variables
Model 3 Model 4
Hispanic Asian Uillcrcnce Hispanic Asian Dillerence
X2b SI- b SE X2 b SE b SE
Characteristics
Age .044** 009 .123** .021 12.315** .045** .009 .124** .021 11.980**
Unmarried 1.205** .151 .708** .232 3.225 1.155** .153 .704** .234 2.461
Years o f  Education .007 .017 .049 .029 1.570 .000 .018 .052 .029 2.293
Resources
Economic Resources (Income) -.107** .012 -.057** .012 8.703** -.115** 013 -.057** .012 10.959**
Physical Disbility .049 .036 -.023 .081 .669 .044 .036 -.022 .081 .574
Culture
Non-English Spoken at Home -.319 .207 .392 .352 3.026 -.240 .212 .398 .359 3.274
Duration o f  Residence in the U.S -.024** .003 -.040** .005 6.557* -.020** .003 -.040** .007 9.214**
Context
Size o f  l.MA (Population)
Nonmetro -.663 1.319 .229 3.170 .042
Medium Metro -.133 .260 .357 .886 .304
Large Metro -.123 .184 .478 .500 1.599
Major Metro - - - - -
Housing Value .002* .001 .000 .002 3.287
Racial Concentration (%) -.006 .004 -.011 .017 -
Intercept -2.332 .691 -7.438 1.507 -2.625 .728 -7.567 1 577
Chi-square 407.45 233.90 418.20 234.91
Degree o f  Freedom 7 7 12 12
-2Log Likelihood 1841.09 574.51 1818.94 573.16
n 1,705 707 1,705 707
Notes: * p < .0 5  **p < .01 Dependnet living is a reference group. Chi-square tests for differences from Hispanic 
coefficients are based on the analysis combing Hispanic and Asian including interaction terms between 



















Table 6-18. Coefficients from Logistic Regression of Joint vs. Dependent Living and Racial/Ethnic Differences in
Logistic Regression Coefficients for Hispanic and Asian Women (adding number of children)
Model s Model 4
Hispanic Asian Dillerence Hispanic Asian Dillerence
Independent Variables b SE b SE X1 b "ST- ' b SE X'
Characteristics
Age ,040** .009 .133** .022 15.672** .042** .009 .134** .022 15.063**
Unmarried 1.188** .153 .492* .242 5.909* 1.131** .154 .491* .244 4.728*
Years o f  Education -.006 .018 .033 .0.10 1.234 -.012 .018 .038 .030 1.938
Resources
Economic Resources (Income) -.110** .012 -.058** .012 9.030* ♦ -.119** .013 -.059** .012 11.690**
Physical Disability .051 .036 .003 .082 .290 .044 .036 .005 .082 .211
Number o f Children Ever Born 
None or One
Two .036 .198 .436 .512 .530 .041 .199 .395 .516 .337
3 - 4 -.476** .173 .152 .384 2.225 -.487** .175 .134 .388 2.200
More than 4 -.420** .156 -.690 .363 .468 -.437** .158 -.738* .368 .605
Culture
Non-English Spoken at Home -.329 .208 .376 .360 2.879 -.254 .212 .395 .366 3.257





















Hispanic Asian Dillerence Hispanic Asian Dillerence
b SI- b SI- X1 b Sli b SI- X'
Context
Size o f  LMA (Population)
Nonmetro -.604 1.356 -.015 3.152 .014
Medium Metro -.099 .263 .257 .874 .167
Large Metro -.048 .186 .591 .504 1.873
Major Metro - -- - « -
Housing Value .003* .001 .000 .003 3.913*
Racial Concentration (%) -.006 .004 -.011 .017 --
Intercept -1.680 .715 -7.457 1.583 12.056 .746 -7.560 1.661
Chi-square 415.17 240.90 425.89 242.18
Degree o f  Freedom 10 10 15 15
Log Likelihood 1827.12 561.20 1804.40 559.31
n 1,705 707 1,705 707
Notes: * p < .0 5  **p< .01  Dependnet living is a reference group. Chi-square tests for differences from Hispanic 
coefficients are based on the analysis combing Hispanic and Asian including interaction terms between 
race/ethnicity and all other independent variables.
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Overall, marital status was the most important factor (beyond resources, culture, 
and context in the local areas) related to a choice between joint and dependent living 
among white, Black, and Hispanic men. Since economic resources in the present study 
were based on an individual’s total income for an unmarried person and a couple’s total 
income for a married person, having a spouse may have provided additional household 
resources. Among Asian men, on the contrary, economic resources were the most 
important factor related to the choice between joint and dependent living.
Women
For women, I used Model 2 of Table 6-15 for white and Black women and 
Model 4 of Table 6-18 for Hispanic and Asian women (see Appendix C). First, among 
white women, economic resources had the greatest contribution to the model, followed 
by unmarried status and the number of children (“more than 4”). Second, among Black 
women, age had the largest effect on dependent living, followed by economic resources 
and the number of children (“more than 4”). Third, among Hispanic women, economic 
resources had the largest contribution to the model, followed by unmarried status and 
duration of residence in the U.S. Fourth, among Asian women, duration of residence in 
the U.S. contributed to the model the most, followed by age and unmarred status.
Among women, economic resources emerged as an important factor in influencing the 
choice of dependent living. The duration of residence in the U.S. also had an important 
influence among Hispanic and Asian women.
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Summary
Each racial/ethnic group had a distinct pattern of which factors influenced living 
arrangements. For living arrangements between independent/joint and dependent 
living, the effects of individual characteristics were relatively similar through the 
groups, but the effects of the other variables varied with gender and race/ethnicity. For 
example, physical disability had a significant effect for white, Black, and Asian men but 
not for Hispanic men, while among women, it had a significant effect only for white 
women. Regarding context variables, the size of LMA had a negative effect for Black 
men and Hispanic women but not for other groups. Housing values had a positive effect 
for white men but not other groups of men, while it had a positive effect for all women.
In deciding-between independent and joint living, economic resources and 
housing value had no effect on joint living for all groups, while years of education 
affected every group. Likewise, the number of children was observed to have a 
consistent effect on all women. The effects of the other variables varied with gender 
and race/ethnicity. For example, unmarried status had a positive effect for white men, a 
negative effect for Black and Hispanic men, and no effect for Asian men. Among 
women, unmarried status had a positive effect for white and Black women but no effect 
for Hispanic and Asian women.
In the third logistic regression of joint vs. dependent living, the effects of 
variables varied more between the gender than among race/ethnicity. For example, 
years o f education had a positive effect for white and Asian men but no effect for all
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groups of women. In geographic context, the size of LMA had a negative effect for 
Black and Hispanic men but no effect for all groups of women, while housing values 
had a positive effect for white, Black, and Hispanic women but no effect for men.
For cultural variables, duration o f residence in the U.S. had a significant effect 
for both Hispanics and Asians in all three logistic regression models (independent/joint 
vs. dependent living, independent vs. joint living, and joint vs. dependent living), except 
Asian women in the independent vs. joint living model. However, the effect of 
speaking a native language on each model varied with gender and race/ethnicity.
Finally, through all three logistic regression models, the patterns for Asians were 
distinct from other groups. This may be due to the fact that the Asian group includes a 
variety o f ethnic sub-groups that have different immigrant histories. More specifically, 
a large number of the Japanese elderly were native bom (second or third generation 
immigrants), and their pattern of living arrangements was quite different from other 
Asian sub-groups. Burr and Mutchler (1993b) suggest that the Japanese pattern of 
living arrangements is similar to those o f whites. In addition, since Japanese had 
higher education and economic resources than the other Asian sub-groups (see 
Appendix D), these factors may be related to the elderly Japanese’s living arrangements 
and may have a different effects’ pattern on their living arrangements from the other 
Asians’. Thus, in the next chapter, I will explore the distinction between the elderly 
Japanese’s living arrangements and those of non-Japanese Asians.
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Notes for Chapter 6
1. This combination is not independent or orthogonal to the other combinations 
(independent/joint vs. dependent living and independent vs. joint living).
2. Odds ratio = exp(b), thus odds ratio o f being unmarried among white men is:
Odds ratio = exp(2.356) = 10.547 
Odds ratios that I will mention later on derived from this formula.
3. For testing the fitness of the data in the models, I used likelihood ratio test (see 
equation 4.2 in page 61). Rest of sections of “Fitness o f the Data to the Models” are 
based on the likelihood test.
4. Testing white was statistical consistency; since white was majority in all the areas, 
coefficient did not have any meaning. However, among non-Hispanic whites, this result 
was not relevant, because the proportion o f the whites were higher in any areas.
5. This result is due to Chinese and Filipino men. Since official language in Philippine 
is English, most Filipinos speak English (Espenshade and Fu, 1997). I also found that 
more than half Filipino men who spoke a native language reported their English 
proficiency either “well” or “very well.” However, more than half of Chinese men in 
my sample reported that their English proficiency was either “not at all” or “not well.”
6. They did not distinguish joint and dependent living. They tested the elderly who live 
with others as a joint/extended living.
7. For whites men, economic resources were significant at p < . 10 in Model 2 in Table
6-7, but the variable was not significant in Model 1 in Table 6-7.
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CHAPTER 7
LIVING ARRANGEMENTS OF THE JAPANESE 
AND NON-JAPANESE ASIAN ELDERLY
I conducted this research because there is a gap in research on the elderly. Most 
of the research considering racial/ethnic differences focuses on Blacks and whites. 
However, the diverse population of United States includes more than Blacks or whites. 
Recent waves o f Hispanic and Asian immigrants have substantially increased the 
number of these groups in recent U.S. history (Swanson, 1996). Hispanic and Asian 
“cultural” roots are very different from those of other Americans’. Of interest in this 
regard are my findings that there exists greater group variance among Asians than the 
group variance for whites. Blacks, or Hispanics. To examine the diversity within Asian 
groups, I will compare the Japanese to non-Japanese Asians. The largest wave of 
Japanese immigration occurred well before other Asian groups, and the Japanese 
immigrants were not refugees, unlike some Asian immigrants. Approximately 88.6 
percent of Japanese men and 78.5 percent of Japanese women in my sample were bom 
in the U.S. Japanese in my sample may be more assimilated into the larger American 
culture at large than are more recent Asian immigrants. This may diminish the 
normative strength of the Japanese culture relative to choices for living arrangements. 
That is, I would expect Japanese-Americans’ living arrangements to more closely 
approximate white American patterns than those of other Asian groups.
150
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Burr and Mutchler (1993b) studied the living arrangements of unmarried Asian 
women 55 years of age and over using 1980 Census data. They find that although the 
Japanese have a similar cultural tradition to other Asian ethnic groups, their patterns of 
living arrangements differ from other Asian ethnic groups. To explain these 
differences, I speculated that variations in educational attainment and economic 
resources between Japanese and the other Asian ethnic sub-groups would affect their 
patterns of living arrangements. My analysis will go beyond Burr and Mutchler’s 
(1993b) effort because I will examine both men and women, as well as married and 
unmarried elderly Asians. I will explore the effect of resources, cultural, and contextual 
factors on the living arrangements of Japanese elderly and how they differ from those of 
non-Japanese Asians1.
Although dependent living was found to be a relatively common living 
arrangement for Asian men (see Table 5-2), the findings represented in Table 7-1 show 
that only 6.8 percent of Japanese men chose dependent living, compared to 37.2 percent 
of non-Japanese Asian men who chose dependent living. The percentage of 
independent living among Japanese men was much higher than that among non- 
Japanese Asian men. Approximately 63.3 percent of Japanese men chose independent 
living (10.0 percent living alone and 53.3 percent living with a spouse only), while 30.4 
percent of non-Japanese Asian men chose independent living (4.4 percent lived alone 
and 26.0 percent lived with a spouse only). The percentage o f joint living was similar 
between these groups—29.8 percent of Japanese men and 32.5 percent of non-Japanese
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Asian men. Patterns of living arrangements among Japanese men were similar to those 
among whites, which was consistent with the findings o f Burr and Mutchler (1993b). 
These similarities between whites and Japanese suggest that assimilation o f second or 
third generation Japanese was reflected in the elderly living arrangements.
The percentage of dependent living among Japanese women was much lower 
compared to non-Japanese Asian women (see Table 7-1). Only 16.4 percent of 
Japanese women chose dependent living, whereas more than half of non-Japanese Asian 
women chose dependent living. The percentage of independent living among Japanese 
women was higher than among non-Japanese Asian women. Approximately 62.4 
percent of Japanese women and 30.3 percent of non-Japanese Asian women chose 
independent living (31.4 percent lived alone / 31.0 percent lived with a spouse only for 
Japanese women; 15.0 percent lived alone /15.3 percent lived with a spouse only for 
non-Japanese Asian). For joint living, 21.2 percent o f Japanese women and 15.4 
percent of non-Japanese Asian women lived with others. The pattern of living 
arrangements among Asian women was quite similar to that of white women (see Table 
5-2).
Descriptive Characteristics of the Independent Variables 
Individual Characteristics
Table 7-1 also presents descriptive characteristics of variables. I compared 
percentages or means of independent variables for Japanese and non-Japanese Asians in
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Table 7-1. Means, Standard Deviations, and Percentages of Variables for 
Japanese and Non-Japanese Asians by Gender
Non-Japanese Asians Japanese
Variables Male Female Male Female
Dependent Variable 
Independent Living (%) 30.4 30.3 63.3 62.4
Living Alone (%) 4.4 15.0 10.0 31.4
Living with Spouse Only (%) 26.0 15.3 53.3 31.0
Joint Living (%) 32.5 15.4 29.9 21.2
Dependent Living (%) 37.1 54.3 6.8 16.4
Independent Variables 
Characteristics 
Age (mean years) 722 72.3 71.6 73.1
(7.9) (8.0) (6.9) (8.6)
Marital Status (%) 
Married 82.0 40.9 83.2 43.7
Unmarried 18.0 59.1 16.8 56.3
Years o f Education (mean years) 10.3 8.7 11.7 11.1
(6.0) (5.8) (3.7) (3.8)
Resources
Economic Resources ($1,000) (mean income) 18.1 11.3 34.8 23.2
(36.3) (30.7) (30.3) (26.5)
Physical Disability 0.8 0.8 0.5 0.6
(1.8) (1.8) (1-3) (1-5)
Number o f  Children Ever Bom (%) 
None 6.5 13.8
One — 8.4 — 14.1
Two — 10.7 — 21.8
3 - 4 — 27.3 — 32.1
More than 4 — 47.1 — 18.2
Culture
Speaking a native language (%) 89.3 92.0 59.3 60.5
Duration o f  Residence in the U.S. (mean 23.4 20.6 62.3 59.3
years)
(29.5) (27.7) (9.9) (15.2)
Context
Size o f LMA (Population) (%) 
Nonmetro 1.5 1.0 6.5 6.3
Medium Metro 1.1 1.4 2.0 3.3
Large Metro 18.8 13.8 42.3 42.7
Major Metro 78.6 83.8 49.2 47.7
n 672 841 243 321
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the study. Eighty-two percent of the Japanese men and 43.7 percent of the Japanese 
women were married. The percentage of married non-Japanese Asians was similar to 
that of Japanese. Approximately 82.0 percent of the non-Japanese Asian men and 40.9 
percent of the non-Japanese Asian women were married. However, the educational 
level of the Japanese is higher than that of the non-Japanese Asians. Among Japanese 
men, mean years of education was 11.7 (SD = 3.7) and approximately 44.8 percent of 
them were high school graduates.2 Among Japanese women in the study, their mean 
years of education was 11.1 (SD = 3.8), and about 38.8 percent of them had a high 
school diploma. However, among non-Japanese Asians, the percentage of high school 
graduates was only half that o f the Japanese. Among non-Japanese Asian men, mean 
years of education was 10.1 (SD = 6.0), and 20.2 percent of them had finished high 
school. Approximately 19.8 percent of them had not finished even an elementary 
education. Among non-Japanese Asian women, mean years of education was 8.7 (SD = 
5.8), and 18.1 percent of them had finished high school, although 33.4 percent o f them 
had not finished elementary school.
Resources
The level of economic resources was another major difference observed between 
Japanese and non-Japanese Asians. Among Japanese, the mean income for men was 
$34,800 (SD = $30,300), and for women it was $23,200 (SD = $26,500). Among non- 
Japanese Asians, the mean income for men was $18,100 (SD = $36,300), and for 
women it was $11,300 (SD = $30,700).
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The mean of physical disability score was 0.8 (SD = 1.8) for non-Japanese men 
and women. For Japanese, it was 0.5 (SD = 1.3) for men and 0.6 (SD = 1.5) for women. 
More specifically, among non-Japanese Asians, 68.8 percent reported no physical 
disability, while 8.2 percent reported a severe physical condition (see Appendix E). 
Among non-Japanese Asian women, 68.3 percent reported no physical disability, and 
5.1 percent reported a severe condition. Among Japanese men, 77.7 percent reported no 
physical disability, and 3.2 percent reported a severe physical condition. Among 
Japanese women, 76.8 percent reported no physical disability, and 3.7 percent reported 
a severe physical condition.
The mean number of children also notably differed between Japanese and non- 
Japanese Asian women: 2.8 children for Japanese women, and 4.6 children for non- 
Japanese Asian women.
Cultural Characteristics
Although Japanese and non-Japanese Asians have similar cultural backgrounds, 
their immigrant histories are quite different. Among Japanese, the mean duration of 
residence in the U.S. for men was 62.3 years (SD = 9.9), while for women it was 59.3 
years (SD = 15.2). Approximately 88.6 percent of Japanese men and 78.5 percent of 
Japanese women are native bom. On the other hand, among non-Japanese Asians, the 
mean duration of residence in the U.S. for men was 23.4 years (SD = 29.5), and for 
women it was 20.6 (27.7). Of those in the study, only 10.0 percent o f non-Japanese 
Asian men and 11.3 percent of non-Japanese Asian women were native bom, while 21.6
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percent of non-Japanese Asian men and 21.0 percent of non-Japanese Asian women had 
recently immigrated (1985 - 1990). Also, the percentages o f those who spoke their 
native language at home varied a great deal between Japanese and non-Japanese Asians. 
Approximately 59.3 percent of Japanese men and 60.5 percent of women spoke 
Japanese at home. Approximately 89.3 percent of non-Japanese Asian men, and 92.0 
percent of non-Japanese Asian women spoke their native language at home.
Geographic Context
Turning to geographical context, my findings revealed that non-Japanese Asians 
were nearly twice as likely to live in major metropolitan areas as were the Japanese. 
About half of the Japanese men (119) lived in major metropolitan areas, and only 6.5 
percent o f them (16) lived in non-metropolitan areas. Among non-Japanese Asian men, 
78.6 percent o f them (528) lived in the major metropolitan areas, and only 1.1 percent o f 
them (11) lived in the non-metropolitan areas. Among Japanese women, 47.7 percent 
(153) lived in metropolitan areas, and 6.3 percent of them (21) lived in non­
metropolitan areas. Among non-Japanese Asian women, 83.8 percent of them (705) 
lived in major metropolitan areas.
Multivariate Analyses 
I will now analyze the living arrangements of Japanese and non-Japanese 
Asians. I coded Japanese as 1 and non-Japanese Asians as 0 (reference group). I will 
apply the same method that I used in chapter six to Japanese and non-Japanese Asians—
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three logistic regression models (independent/joint vs. dependent living, joint vs. 
dependent living, and joint vs. dependent living4).
Independent/Joint Living vs. Dependent Living 
Men
Coefficients of Variables
Table 7-2 presents results from the logistic regression of independent vs. 
dependent living for Japanese and non-Japanese Asian men. In Model 1, unmarried 
status was positively related to dependent living for both groups of men. In addition, 
the effect of unmarried status was larger among Japanese men than among non-Japanese 
Asian men. Years of education had a positive relationship for non-Japanese Asian men, 
which corresponded to the result for Asian men shown in Model 1 of Table 6-1. 
However, this relationship was not significant for Japanese men. As for resources, both 
economic resources and physical disability were significant for both groups. The effect 
o f economic resources was greater among non-Japanese Asian men than among 
Japanese men.
In Model 2, adding contextual variables,5 none of the contextual variables 
proved to be significant for Japanese men. Only living in a large labor market area 
(population 250,000 - 1,000,000) negatively affected non-Japanese Asian men.
Models 3 and 4 included the effects of cultural factors. Speaking a native 
language was negatively related for non-Japanese Asian men, which corresponded to

















Table 7-2. Coefficients from Logistic Regression of Independent/Joint vs. Dependent Living and Ethnic
Differences in Logistic Regression Coefficients for Japanese and Non-Japanese Asian Men
Independent Variables
Model 1 Model 2
Other Asians Japanese Dillerence Other Asians Japanese Uillcrcncc
X3b SE b SE X3 b SE b SE
Characteristics
Age -.021 .017 -.043 .047 1.924 -.015 .017 -.043 .050 .230
Unmarried .847* * * .241 2.030*** .662 2.820* .874*** .243 2.146*** .712 2.861*
Years o f  Education .055** .022 .030 .094 .070 .043* .022 -.001 .102 .159
Resources
Economic Resources (Income) -.123*** .013 -.051** .025 6.687* ** -.121*** .013 -.054** .026 5.341**
Physical Disability .203*** .070 .547** .216 2.306 .188*** .071 .523** .230 1.961
Context
Size o f  LMA (Population)
Nonmetro -.678 .786 -.701 1.391 .000
Medium Metro -1.809 1.358 2.013 1 471 3.644**
Large Metro -.782*** .272 -.368 .782 .250
Major Metro . . - -- -
Housing Value -.002 .002 -.002 .006 .000
Intercept 1.530 1.250 .150 3.732 1.732 1.276 1.014 4.350
Chi-square 97.93 42.41 107.88 46.16 44.92
Degree o f  Freedom 5 5 9 9
-2 Log Likelihood 674.85 85.88 663.17 82.35





















Model 3 Model 4
Other Asians Japanese Dillerence Other Asians Japanese Dilfcrence
X2b SE b SE X2 b SE b SE
Characteristics
Age .012 .018 -.057 .048 1.778 .013 .019 .052 .050 1.439
Unmarried 1.339*** .281 2.073*** .690 .970 1.329*** .282 2.122*** .730 1.027
Years o f  Education .053** .024 .029 .096 .059 .048** .024 .001 .104 .162
Resources
Economic Resources (Income) -.095*** .013 -.047* .025 2.813* -.095*** .013 -.049* .026 2.524
Physical Disability .259*** .077 .584** .234 1.742 .251 *** 078 .548** .241 1.377
Culture
Non-English Spoken at Home -1.133*** .423 -.072 .759 1.491 -1.196*** .433 -.041 .762 1.738
Duration o f  Residence in the U.S. -.054*** .007 -.045* .025 .123 -.053*** .007 -.030 .029 .552
Context
Size o f  LMA (Population)
Nonmetro .209 .872 .527 1.412 .196
Medium Metro -1.545 1.488 1.419 1.691 1.732
Large Metro -.380 .310 -.105 .825 .098
Major Metro - - - - --
Mousing Value -.001 .002 -.003 .006 .087
Intercept .764 1.394 3 740 4.055 1.059 1.424 3.336 4.887
Chi-square 179.01 46.53 180.71 48,09
Degree o f  Freedom 7 7 11 11
•2 Log Likelihood 602.01 82.73 599.08 81.20
n 670 243 670 243
Notes: * p < .1 0  * * p < .0 5  ***p< .01  Independent/Joint is a reference group. Chi-square tests for differences from 
Non-Japanese Asian coefficients are based on the analysis combing Non-Japanese Asian and Japanese including interaction 

















Table 7-3. Coefficients from Logistic Regression of Independent/Joint vs. Dependent Living and Ethnic
Differences in Logistic Regression Coefficients for Japanese and Non-Japanese Asian Women
Independent Variables
Model T Model 2
Other Asiuns Japanese Dillerence Other Asians Japanese Dillerence
X3b SI- b SE X3 b SE b SE
Characteristics
Age .029** 014 .090** .025 4.558** .030* ♦ .014 .113*** .027 7.593* *♦
Unmarried .188 .174 .871* .457 1.953 .160 .176 1.153** .496 3.553**
Years o f  Education -.006 .020 -.042 .053 378 -.011 .020 .044 .060 .767
Resources
Economic Resources (Income) -.141*** .014 -.023* .014 33.553*** -.138*** .015 -.020 .014 35.015***
Physical Disability -.002 .061 -.166 .135 1.219 -.005 .061 -.229 .147 1.995
Context
Size o f  LMA (Population)
Nonmetro -.583 1.553 -22.759 487,268 .000
Medium Metro -.337 .688 3.272*** .978 9.113***
Large Metro -.359 .251 .937* .527 4.930**
Major Metro - - - - -
Housing Value -.001 .001 .005 .004 2.299
Intercept -.860 1.048 •8.011 2.069 -.619 1.073 -12.664 2.546
Chi-square 111.17 47.67 116.57 63.22
Degree o f freedom 5 5 9 9
-2 Log likelihood 923.49 237.93 920.64 218.67




















Model 3 Model 4
Other Asians Japanese Dillerence Other Asians Japanese Dillerence
X3b SE b SE X3 b SE b SE
Characteristics
Age 046*** .016 .080* ♦ .025 1.343 .047*** .016 .098*** .027 2.690
Unmarried 592*** .189 .852* .462 .271 .614*** .192 1.116** .503 .867
Years o f  Education .024 .021 -.057 .055 1.895 .027 .022 .032 .060 .006
Resources
Economic Resources (Income) - 102*** .014 -.021 .014 16.166*** -.102*** .014 -.017 .014 18.143***
Physical Disability .005 .065 -.130 .140 .776 .008 .065 -.196 .152 1.507
Culture
Non-English Spoken at Home 322 .424 .187 .376 .056 .333 .422 .180 .405 .068
Duration o f  Residence in the U.S. -.044*** .006 -.021 .013 2.557 -.045*** .006 -.030* .016 .772
Context
Size o f  LMA (Population)
Nonmetro -.518 1.649 -23.526 487,979 .000
Medium Metro -.233 .798 2.562** 1.041 4.537**
Large Metro .327 .297 1.245** .544 2.196
Major Metro - - -- - --
Housing Value -.001 .001 .005 .004 1,587
Intercept -2.356 1.186 -6.076 2 318 -2.353 1.212 -9.838 2.749
Chi-square 220.30 52.18 222.13 68.05
Degree o f  Freedom 7 7 II 11
-2 Log Likelihood 842.75 234.49 841.07 214.44
n 841 321 841 321
Notes: * p < .1 0  * * p < .0 5  ***p< .01  Independent/Joint is a reference group. Chi-square tests for differences from
Non-Japanese Asian coefficients are based on the analysis combing Non-Japanese Asian and Japanese including interaction 


















Table 7-4. Coefficients from Logistic Regression of Independent/Joint vs. Dependent Living and Ethnic Differences in
Logistic Regression Coefficients for Japanese and Non-Japanese Asian Women (adding number ofchildren)
Independent Variables
Model 1 “ModcT2
Other Asians Japanese Dillcrencc Other Asians Japanese Miiierence
X2b SI: b SE X2 b SE b SI-
Characteristics
Age .029** .015 .096*** .026 5.046** .029** .015 .126*** 029 8.804***
Unmarried .228 .180 .706 .485 .851 .205 .181 .856 .527 1.368
Years o f  Education .002 .021 -.050 .055 .804 -.002 .021 .038 .061 .376
Resources
Economic Resources (Income) -. 144*** .015 -.029* .015 29.521*** -.142*** .015 -.027* .015 28.789***
Physical Disability -.019 .062 -.139 .138 .635 -.020 .063 -.193 .150 1.128
Number o f  Children Ever Born
None — — — — — — — — — —
One 1.225*** .435 -.310 .645 3.892** 1.219*** .436 -.477 .691 4.305**
Two 1.459*** .426 -.731 .634 8.218*** 1.455*** .428 -1.100* .663 10.487***
3 - 4 1.456*** .370 -.311 .568 6.797*** 1.421*** .371 -.867 .632 9.743***
More than 4 1.513*** .367 -.842 .669 9.663*** 1.519*** .358 -1.214* .722 11.506***
Context
Size o f  LMA (Population)
Nonmetro -.686 1.570 -22.946 478,631 .000
Medium Metro -.292 .694 3.445*** 1.002 9.399***
Large Metro -.340 .258 1.069* .555 5.455**
Major Metro - -- - -- --
Mousing Value -.001 .001 .005 .004 2.074
Intercept -2.264 1.118 -7.735 2.084 -2.044 1.142 -12.544 2.595
Chi-square 126.07 48.93 132.2 65.3
Degree o f  Freedom 9 9 13 13
-2Log Likelihood 903.18 235.30 900.54 214.73




















Model 3 Model 4
Other Asians Japanese Dillcrence Other Asians Japanese Dillcrence
X2h SE b SE X2 b SE b SE
Uiaraciertsucs
Age .046*** .016 .084*** .027 1.520 .047*** .016 .110*** .031 3.449
Unmarried .587*** .194 .779 .490 .132 .608* ♦* 196 .945* .534 .352
Years o f  Education .025 .022 -.061 .056 2.054 .029 .220 .030 .061 .000
Resources
Economic Resources (Income) -.105*** .015 -.024 .015 14.855*** -.104*** 015 -.022 .015 15.134***
Physical Disability -003 .066 -.121 .141 .571 .000 066 -.181 .153 1.166
Number o f  Children Ever Born
None - — — — — — - — — —
One .877* .471 -.053 .667 1.325 .890* 472 -.224 724 1.661
Two 1.149** .461 -.415 .680 3.627* 1.148** 461 -.764 .719 5.013**
3 - 4 1.352*** .404 -.016 .604 3.552* 1.366*** .405 -.534 .678 5.794**
More than 4 1.138*** .388 -.495 .713 4.051** 1.108*** .388 -.867 .769 5.262* ♦
Culture
Non-English Spoken at Home .195 .421 .166 .379 .003 .191 .420 .192 .409 .000
Duration o f  Residence in the U.S. -.044*** .006 -.018 .014 2.814* -.046* ♦♦ .006 -.023 .017 1.591
Context
Size o f  LMA (Population)
Nonmetro -.584 1.651 -23.522 483,181 .000
Medium Metro -.137 .781 2.831*** 1.091 4.897**
Large Metro .374 .307 1.281** .569 1.964
Major Metro - - — - -
Housing Value .000 .001 .005 .004 1.331
Intercept -3.301 1.249 -6.202 2.334 -3.329 1.275 -10.485 2.851
Chi-square 229.09 53.83 231.07 68.96
Degree o f  Freedom II II 15 15
-2 Log Likelihood 830.35 233.03 828.55 212.49
n 841 321 841 321
Notes: * p < .1 0  * * p < .0 5  ***p < .01 Independent/Joint is a reference group. Chi-square tests for differences from 
Non-Japanese Asian coefficients are based on the analysis combing Non-Japanese Asian and Japanese including interaction 
terms between ethnicity and all other independent variables. gj
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the results for Asian men shown in Model 4 of Table 6-4. Duration of residence in the 
U.S. was significant for both groups in Model 3, but for Model 4, after the addition of 
cultural variables, the coefficient o f duration of residence in the U.S. among Japanese 
men was reduced to a non-significant level.
Fitness o f the Data to the Models
The log likelihood test between Models 1 and 2 in Table 7-2 showed Model 1 
was a more parsimonious model for both groups of men. Compared to the log 
likelihoods in models with cultural variables (Models 3 and 4), Model 3 was more 
parsimonious for both groups. Furthermore, when I examined Models 1 and 3, Model 3 
fit the data better for non-Japanese Asian men, while Model 1 was more parsimonious 
for Japanese men. Between Models 2 and 4, Model 4 fit the data better for non- 
Japanese Asian men, but Model 2 was a more parsimonious model for Japanese men. 
Overall, contextual variables did not produce much additional explanation for choices of 
dependent living. Cultural characteristics are important factors of the decision to 
choose dependent living for non-Japanese Asian men but not for Japanese men.
Contribution of the Variables in the Model
The relative contribution of independent variables in Model 4 (complete model) 
was different between Japanese and non-Japanese Asian men (see Appendix F). 
Unmarried status had the greatest effect on dependent living for Japanese men, while 
economic resources had the greatest effect for non-Japanese Asian men. Among 
Japanese men, the second largest contribution in the model was physical disability.
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Although economic resources were the least significant, the size of the effect itself was 
substantial.6 Among non-Japanese Asian men, the second largest contribution to the 
model was duration of residence in the U.S., followed by unmarried status, physical 
disability, speaking a native language, and years of education. As a result, among non- 
Japanese Asian men, cultural factors, as well as resources, were important influences on 
the choice of dependent living. However, among Japanese men, cultural factors had no 
effect on dependent living. Only unmarried status and resources significantly affected 
dependent living for them. In addition, the coefficients for dependent living among 
Japanese men were quite similar to those of white men (see Appendix C). Since a large 
number of Japanese men were second or third generation immigrants, they may have 
already been assimilated into main stream American culture. Using duration of 
residence in the U.S. as a measure for cultural effect may not be relevant for Japanese 
men.
Women
Coefficients of the Variables
Table 7-3 presents the results from the logistic regression of independent/joint 
vs. dependent living for women. In Model 1, age had a positive relationship to 
dependent living for both Japanese and non-Japanese Asian women. The effect of age 
was larger among Japanese women than among non-Japanese Asian women.
Unmarried status was significant for Japanese women but not for non-Japanese Asian 
women. The odds of dependent living among unmarried Japanese women were about
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two times7 as large as the odds for married Japanese women. Economic resources are 
negatively related for both groups.
In Model 2, contextual variables were added. Among non-Japanese Asian 
women, labor market area characteristics had no effect on dependent living. However, 
the size of LMA (“medium metro” and “major metro”) had a positive relationship to 
dependent living for Japanese women. Japanese women who lived in the metropolitan 
areas were more likely to choose dependent living than were those in major 
metropolitan areas.
Models 3 and 4 further examined the effects of culture. In Model 3, among 
Japanese women, cultural factors were found to have little effect on dependent living. 
Yet, in Model 4, with contextual variables, the coefficient for duration of residence in 
the U.S. among Japanese women increased somewhat (p < .10). Among non-Japanese 
Asian women, duration of residence in the U.S. was negatively related to dependent 
living.
Table 7-4 presents the effect of availability of children. In Model 1, among 
Japanese women, the number of children had no effect on dependent living, but in 
Model 2, coefficients of “two” and “more than 4” became significant at the level o f 
p < .10. Yet, these variables become non-significant in Models 3 and 4. Among non- 
Japanese Asian women, the number of children had a positive relationship to dependent 
living. The odds of dependent living for non-Japanese Asian women with at least one
o
child are more than three times greater than for those who were childless.
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Fitness of the Data to the Models
I examined the log likelihoods in models Table 7-3. In the log likelihood test 
between Models 1 and 2, Model 1 was a more parsimonious model for non-Japanese 
Asian women, but Model 2 was a better model for Japanese women. In the test between 
Models 3 and 4, Model 3 was more parsimonious for non-Japanese Asian women, but 
Model 4 fit the data well for Japanese women. When I compared the log likelihood in 
Models 1 and 3, Model 3 fit the data well for non-Japanese Asian American, while for 
Japanese women, Model 1 was more parsimonious. Finally, in the log likelihood test 
between Models 2 and 4, Model 4 fit the data well for Japanese women, but Model 2 
was more parsimonious for non-Japanese Asian women. These comparisons suggest 
that cultural factors were more important than contextual factors to explain a choice of 
dependent living among non-Japanese Asian women, whereas contextual factors were 
more important than cultural factors among Japanese women.
Furthermore, considering the fitness o f the data with the models including the 
number of children, I compared the log likelihoods of models of Tables 7-3 and 7-4. 
First, testing the log likelihoods in Model 1 o f Tables 7-3 and 7-4, Model 1 o f Table 7-4 
fit the data fairly well for non-Japanese Asian women, but Model 1 of Table 7-3 was 
more parsimonious for Japanese women. Second, between Model 2 of Tables 7-3 and
7-4, Model 2 of Table 7-4 fit the data well for non-Japanese Asians, but Model 2 of 
Table 7-3 was more parsimonious for Japanese women. As a result, among non- 
Japanese Asian women, the potential availability of children and duration of residence
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in the U.S. were remarkably important. On the contrary, these variables had no effect 
for Japanese women. The size of LMA had a marked effect on dependent living among 
Japanese women, although this had no effect for non-Japanese Asian women.
Contribution of Variables in a Logistic Model
Finally, I compare with the contribution o f independent variables in Model 4 of 
Table 7-4 (complete model) (see Appendix E). Among Asian women, age showed the 
greatest contribution in the model, followed by the size of LMA (‘'medium metro” and 
“large metro”), and unmarried status. Among non-Japanese Asian women, the most 
important factor in the model was made by the duration of residence in the U.S., 
followed by economic resources, the number of children (“3 - 4”), unmarried status, and 
age.
Overall, taking account of fitness of the data and contributions of independent 
variables in the model, age and the size of the area had strong explanatory power for the 
choice between independent/joint and dependent living among Japanese women. 
Resources and culture had no effect on the choice of dependent living among them. On 
the contrary, among non-Japanese Asian women, duration of residence, economic 
resources, and potential availability o f children had strong explanatory power on the 
choice of dependent living.
In conclusion, cultural factors, especially duration of residence in the U.S., had 
strong effects on dependent living among non-Japanese Asian men and women but not 
for Japanese men and women. The disaggregation of the Asian sample into two sub­
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groups (Japanese and non-Japanese Asians) was justified in this case, since the original 
sample of Asian men and women averaged the effect of the cultural factors in the two 
groups with respect to how these cultural factors impacted living arrangements.
In addition, among Japanese, the effect o f variables on dependent living differed 
from not only among Asians but also between whites and Japanese, even though the 
patterns of living arrangements among Japanese are similar to those of whites. For 
example, housing values had a positive relationship with dependent living for white 
men but not for Japanese men (see Model 2 o f Tables 6-1 and 7-2). Unmarried status, 
years of education, physical disability, and housing values were significant for white 
women, but not significant for Japanese women. Yet, the number of children was 
significant for Japanese women but non-significant for white women (see Model 2 of 
Tables 6-3 and 7-4).
Independent Living vs. Joint Livine 
Men
Coefficients of the Variables
Table 7-5 presents the results from logistic regression o f independent vs. joint 
living for men. Among Japanese men, all individual characteristics variables (age, 
unmarried status, and years o f education) were negatively related to joint living. On the 
other hand, only age was significant among non-Japanese Asian men. Among Japanese 
men, those who were older, unmarried or less educated were more likely to live with
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others than were those who are younger, married, or more educated. Resources had no 
effects for either group.
Model 2 further examines the effects of contextual variables. Only the category 
of “large metro” in size o f LMA was significant for non-Japanese Asian men. Among 
Japanese men, only housing value was significant. Models 3 and 4 examine the cultural 
variables. Neither of the cultural variables were significant for either group, among 
non-Japanese Asian men.
Fitness of the Data in the Models
Applying the log likelihood test between Models 1 and 2 of Table 7-5, Model 1 
was a more parsimonious model for both groups. In the log likelihoods for Models 3 
and 4, Model 4 fit the data well for non-Japanese Asian men, but Model 3 was 
parsimonious for Japanese men. Furthermore, compared to log likelihoods for Models 1 
and 3, Model 1 was parsimonious for both groups. Between Models 2 and 4, Model 2 
was parsimonious for both groups. As a result o f these tests, Model 1 was the best 
model for both groups, which suggest that individual characteristics were important 
factors for joint living.
Contribution of the Variables in the Models
In addition, I compared the contribution o f independent variables in Model 4 
(see Appendix F). Among Japanese men, years of education showed the largest 
contribution in the model, followed by age, unmarried status and housing value. R’s of 
first three variables are relatively large.9 Among non-Japanese Asian men, age was the

















Table 7-5. Coefficients from Logistic Regression of Independent vs. Joint Living and Ethnic Differences in
Logistic Regression Coefficients for Japanese and Non-Japanese Asian Men
Independent Variables
Model 1 Model 2
Other Asians Japanese Dillcrence Other Asians Japanese Dillcrence
X2b SE b SE X: b SE b SE
Characteristics
Age -.079*M' ,019 096* ♦♦ .033 .208 -.088*** .020 -.104*** .033 .164
Unmarried .246 .305 -1.520*** .553 7.814* * * .343 .312 -1.468** .572 7.734***
Years o f  Education -.013 .024 -.270*** .066 13.435*** -.002 .025 -.232*** .068 10.168***
Resources
Economic Resources (Income) .002 .003 -.007 .007 .442 .000 .004 .005 .007 .419
Physical Disability .139 .088 .034 .158 .339 .144 .090 .III .165 .031
Context
Size o f  LMA (Population)
Nonmetro -.841 .888 .781 .788 1.967
Medium Metro .160 .848 -24.233 159,490 .000
Large Metro .795*** .262 .172 .417 1.598
Major Metro - - — — —
Housing Value .000 .002 .008** .004 2.935*
Intercept 5.684 1.418 9.101 2.656 6.218 1.492 7.422 2.809
Chi-square 18.8 24.81 29.09 32.64
Degree o f  Freedom 5 5 9 9
-2 Log Likelihood 562.9 255.15 551.81 245.07



















Model 3 Model 4
Other Asians Japanese Ditlerence Other Asians Japanese Dillcrence
XJb SE b SE '  XJ b SE b SE
Characteristics
Age -.079*** .020 -.098* ♦♦ .033 .252 -.087*** .021 -.106*** .033 .263
Unmarried .290 .318 -1.514*** .561 7.842*** .531 .331 -1.463** .581 8.905* *♦
Years o f  Education -.012 .024 -.265 .066 12.786*** -.001 .025 -.229*** .068 9.978***
Resources
Economic Resources (Income) .003 .004 .007 .007 .369 .003 .004 .006 .007 .144
Physical Disability .143 .088 .026 .160 .410 .163* .091 .100 .166 .113
Culture
Non-English Spoken at Home .208 .350 .340 .324 .077 .433 .371 .259 .336 .122
Duration o f  Residence in the U.S. .000 .005 .004 .021 .039 -.006 .006 .003 .022 .169
Context
Size o f  LMA (Population)
Nonmetro -.553 .906 .784 .787 1.241
Medium Metro .414 .886 -24.186 159,826 .000
Large Metro .983*** .288 .207 .425 2.285
Major Metro -- - - - «
Housing Value .000 .002 .007* .005 2.414
Intercept 5.472 1.457 8.713 2.961 5.618 1.531 7.237 3.131
Chi-square 19,21 26.98 31.86 33.29
Degree o f  Freedom 7 7 11 1)
-2 Log Likelihood 562.48 254.04 548.76 244.47
n 420 226 420 226
Notes: *p < .10 **p < .05 ***p < .01 Independent is a reference group. Chi-square tests for differences from
Non-Japanese Asian coefficients are based on the analysis combing Non-Japanese Asian and Japanese including interaction 


















Table 7-6. Coefficients from Logistic Regression of Independent vs. Joint Living and Ethnic Differences in
Logistic Regression Coefficients for Japanese and Non-Japanese Asian Women
Independent Variables
Model 1
Other Asians Japanese Ditlerence Other Asians Japanese Dillcrence
b SI- b SE X2 b SE b SE X2
Characteristics
Age -.on *** 023 -.164*** .025 4.014** -M l* * * .024 -.167*** .038 3.153*
Unmarried .078 .235 .319 .355 .322 .055 .240 .286 .367 .278
Years o f  Education -.034 .027 -.315*** .061 17.931*** -.029 .028 -.261 *♦ * .063 11.413***
Resources
Economic Resources (Income) .002 .004 .006 .008 .213 -.003 .004 ,004 .008 .635
Physical Disability .053 .091 .564*** .156 8.009* ♦♦ .027 .094 .586*** .159 9.146***
Context
Size o f  LMA (Population)
Nonmelro -24.902 302,601 086 3.252 .000
Medium Metro 1.718* 1.002 -1.316 1.515 2.789*
Large Metro .831*** .294 .777 .428 .011
Major Metro - - - -- -
Housing Value .004** .002 .000 .003 .585
Intercept 4.996 1.666 13.414 2.875 4.874 1.754 12.511 3.041
Chi-square 12.29 44.33 26.94 53.84
Degree o f  Freedom 5 5 9 9
-2 Log Likelihood 477.62 252.82 461.84 243.66





















Model 3 Model 4
Other Asians Japanese Dillcrence Other Asians Japanese Dillcrence
b SE b SE X2 b SE b SE X2
Characteristics
Age -.074*** .023 -.165*** .037 4.365** - 083*** .025 -.166*** .038 3.413*
Unmarried .013 .243 .338 .363 .557 .070 .250 .263 .377 .182
Years o f  Education -.034 .028 -.316*** .061 17.752*** -.022 .029 -.260*** .063 11.804***
Resources
Economic Resources (Income) .001 .004 .006 .008 .345 -.003 .004 .004 .008 .534
Physical Disability .060 .092 .560*** .158 7.473*** .033 .095 .594*** .162 8.969***
Culture
Non-English Spoken at Home -.601* .354 -.065 .341 1.188 -.411 .373 -.048 .358 .494
Duration o f  Residence in the U.S. -.004 .006 .010 .015 .757 -.010 .006 -.005 .016 .086
Context
Size o f  LMA (Population)
Nonmetro -24.921 306,411 -.004 3.259 .000
Medium Metro 1.640* .998 -1.365 1.532 2.702*
Large Metro .919*** .329 .794 .444 .051
Major Metro — - - - -
Housing Value .004* * .002 .000 .003 .655
Intercept 5.430 1.694 12.938 3.011 5.055 1.781 12.761 3.135
Chi-square 15.0K 44.70 29.59 53.89
Degree o f  Freedom 7 7 II II
-2 Log Likelihood 474.76 252.17 458.84 243.56
n 384 268 384 268
Notes: ,|,p< .10 **p<.05 ***p<.01 Independent is a reference group. Chi-square tests for differences from 
Non-Japanese Asian coefficients are based on the analysis combing Non-Japanese Asian and Japanese including interaction 


















Table 7-7. Coefficients from Logistic Regression of Independent vs. Joint Living and Ethnic Differences in
Logistic Regression Coefficients for Japanese and Non-Japanese Asian Women (adding number ofchildren)
Independent Variables
Model 1 Model i
Other Asians Japanese Dillerence Other Asians Japanese Dillcrence
b SE b SE XJ b SE b SE XJ
Characteristics
Age -.091*** .025 -.199*** .042 4.919** -.099*** .026 -.202*** .042 4.282**
Unmarried .465* .261 .824** .419 .528 .446 .266 .796* .435 .470
Years o f  Education .001 .029 -.291*** .067 15.928*** .006 .030 -.251*** .069 11.732***
Resources
Economic Resources (Income) .004 .004 .010 .008 .445 -.001 .004 .010 .009 1.347
Physical Disability .049 .096 .500*** .167 5.515** .015 .099 .536*** •I74 6.811***
Number o f  Children Ever Born
None - - — — - - - - — — —
One .488 .586 -.366 .876 .657 .567 .599 -.489 .926 ,917
Two -.024 .586 .496 .656 .350 -.211 .600 .405 .669 .469
3 - 4 .843 .482 1.551** .619 .814 .900* .491 1.459** .638 .482
More than 4 1.636*** .471 2.260*** .695 .552 1.539*** .477 2.179*** .738 .530
Context
Size o f  LMA (Population)
Nonmetro -24.831 307,328 -.161 3.680 .000
Medium Metro 2.029* 1.085 -1.669 1.562 3.778**
Large Metro .790* ♦ .319 .578 .460 .143
Major Metro « -- - - --
Housing Value .003* .002 .002 .003 .220
Intercept 4.420 1.804 14.221 3.212 4.261 1.882 13.517 3.374
Chi-square 36.15 64.96 47.98 71.78
Degree o f  Freedom 9 9 13 13
-2 Log Likelihood 451.34 227.80 438.37 220.19




















Model 3 Model 4
Other Asians Japanese Dillcrence Other Asians Japanese Dillcrence
b SE b SK X2 b SE b SE X2
U iM aiierishiS
Age -.088*** .026 -.199*** .042 5.160** -.095*** .027 -.203*** .042 4.712**
Unmarried .386 .268 .829* .426 .777 .429 .273 .763* .443 .414
Years o f  Education -.003 .030 -.291*** .067 15.278*** .008 .031 -.249** .069 11.604***
Resources
Economic Resources (Income) .002 .004 .010 .008 .691 -.001 .004 .010 .009 1.166
Physical Disability .051 .097 499*♦* .167 5.367** .020 .100 .544*** .174 6.847***
Number o f  Children Ever Born
None — — ~ — — — — — — —
One .877* .591 -.370 .882 .812 .584 .599 -.408 .936 .797
Two .029 .589 .486 .671 .261 -.222 .602 .528 .691 .669
3 - 4 .898* .485 1.544** .630 .661 .916* .490 1.547** .653 .598
More than 4 1.683*** .475 2.250*** .714 .439 1.504*** .477 2.302*** .761 790
Culture
Non-English Spoken at Home -.562 .381 .018 .361 1.219 -.392 .396 .006 .380 .526
Duration o f  Residence in the U.S. .000 .006 .001 .016 .016 -.006 .007 -.013 .017 .122
Context
Size o f  LMA (Population)
Nonmetro -24.874 307,331 -.392 3.684 .000
Medium Metro 1.959* 1.077 -1.701 1.553 3.751**
Large Metro .812** .359 .626 .470 .099
Major Metro — « — — —
Housing Value .004* .002 .002 .003 .182
Intercept 4.737 1.822 14.145 3.334 4.435 1.901 14.173 3.435
Chi-square 38.63 65.06 49.39 72.04
Degree o f  Freedom 11 11 15 15
-2 Log Likelihood 448.91 227.79 436.94 219.58
n 384 268 384 268
Notes: *p<.10 **p<.05 ***p<.01 Independent is a reference group. Chi-square tests for differences from 
Non-Japanese Asian coefficients are based on the analysis combing Non-Japanese Asian and Japanese including interaction 
terms between ethnicity and all other independent variables. d
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largest, followed by the size of LMA (“large metro”), and physical disability. Overall, 
although age was an important factor related to joint living for both groups o f men, the 
effects of the other variables were different for the two groups.
Women
Coefficients o f the Variables
Table 7-6 presents the results of logistic regression of independent vs. joint 
living among Japanese and non-Japanese Asian women. In Model 1, age and years of 
education were negatively related to joint living, and physical disability is positively 
related for Japanese women. Women who were younger, less educated, or more 
physically disabled were more likely to choose joint living than were those who were 
older, more educated, or healthier. However, among non-Japanese Asian women, only 
age had a negative relationship to joint living. The effects o f coefficients among 
Japanese women in Model I of Table 7-6 were identical to those of Asian women as a 
whole in Model 1 of Table 6-8.
Model 2 examines contextual effects of geographic location. Among Japanese 
women, geographic context had no relationship to dependent living. Among non- 
Japanese Asian women, the size of LMA (“medium metro” and “large metro”), and 
housing value had positive relationships.
Models 3 and 4 examine cultural effects. Model 3 showed that speaking a native 
language had a negative effect for non-Japanese Asian women but not for Japanese
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women. However, in Model 4, the coefficient o f speaking a native language was 
reduced to a non-significant level.
Table 7-7 further examined how the potential availability o f children affected 
Japanese and non-Japanese Asian women. Among Japanese women, in Model 1 the 
categories ”3 - 4” and "more than 4” had positive relationships to joint living, while 
among non-Japanese Asian women, only the category “more than 4” was significant.
Fitness of the Data in the Models
I examined the log likelihoods in models o f Table 7-6. First, I compared Model 
1 with 2, Model 2 fit the data well for non-Japanese Asian women, but Model 1 was 
more parsimonious for Japanese women. Second, I examined the log likelihoods in 
Models 3 and 4, Model 4 fit the data better for non-Japanese Asian women, while 
Model 3 was more parsimonious than Model 4 for Japanese women. Third, when 
Models 1 and 3 were compared, Model 1 was parsimonious for both groups of women. 
Fourth when Models 2 and 4 were compared, Model 2 was parsimonious for both 
groups of women. As a result, Model 1 was the best model for Japanese women, and 
Model 2 was the best model for non-Japanese Asian women. These findings suggest 
that economic resources were the important factor in the choice o f joint living among 
Japanese women, while geographical context was the deciding factor in the choice to 
participate in joint living among non-Japanese Asian women. Cultural factors showed 
little effect on joint living decisions for both groups of women.
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I also examined the log likelihoods in the models o f Table 7-6 and 7-7 which 
were concerned with the effects of the number o f children. First, compared to the 
likelihoods in Model 1 of Tables 7-6 and 7-7, Model 1 of Table 7-7 fit the data better 
for both Japanese and non-Japanese Asian women. Second, when the log likelihoods in 
Model 2 of Tables 7-6 and 7-7 were tested, Model 2 o f Table 7-7 fit the data better for 
both groups of women. Third, testing the log likelihoods in Model 3 of Tables 7-6 and 
7-7, Model 3 of Table 7-7 fit the data better for both groups of women. Fourth, when 
Model 4 of Tables 7-6 and 7-7 were compared, Model 4 of Table 7-7 fit the data better 
for both groups of women. These findings suggest that the models concerned with the 
number of children proved to be a better model to explain the choice of joint living.
Contribution of Variables in the Model
In addition to the log likelihood tests, I compared the contributions of 
independent variables on Model 4 (complete model). Among Japanese women, age 
contributes the most to the model, followed by years o f education, physical disability, 
number of children (“more than 4” and “3 -4”), and unmarried status. Among non- 
Japanese Asian women, age showed the largest contribution, followed by number of 
children (“more than 4” and “3 - 4”), size of LMA (“large metro”), housing value, and 
size o f LMA (“medium metro”). Overall, individual characteristics (age and years of 
education) and resources (functional ability and the number of children) were more 
important considerations in the choice between independent and joint living among 
Japanese women in the study than were cultural or contextual factors. Among non-
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Japanese Asian women, age and the number of children (especially having many 
children) were the most crucial factors related to the choice of joint living.
In conclusion, cultural factors had no effects on joint living among all groups. 
The effects of coefficients on both Japanese and non-Japanese Asians differed. In 
addition, the patterns of effects among Japanese men and women also differed from 
white men and women. For example, unmarried status was positively related to joint 
living for white men, while it was negatively related for Japanese men (see Model 2 of 
Tables 6-7 and 7-5). Size of LMA was negatively related to joint living for white men 
but it had no relationship for Japanese men. Yet, housing value had a positive 
relationship to joint living for Japanese men but no relationship for white men.
Between white and Japanese women, physical disability had a positive relationship with 
joint living for Japanese women but no relationship for white women (see Model 2 in 
Tables 6-9 and 7-7). Size of LMA has a negative relationship to joint living for white 
women but no relationship for Japanese women.
Joint Living vs. Dependent Living 
Men
Coefficients of the Variables
Table 7-8 presents the results of joint vs. dependent living for men. In Model 1, 
unmarried status and years of education were positively related to dependent living for 
both Japanese and non-Japanese Asian men. Economic resources were negatively
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related to dependent living also for both groups of men. However, physical disability 
was significant for non-Japanese Asian men but not for Japanese men.
In Model 2, contextual variables had no effects for Japanese men. Among non- 
Japanese Asian men, however, the size of LMA (“major metro”) had a negative effect. 
Models 3 and 4 of Table 7-8 present the effects o f cultural variables. Speaking a native 
language at home was negatively related to dependent living (compared to joint living) 
for non-Japanese Asian men but not for Japanese men. Duration o f residence in the 
U.S. was negatively related to dependent living for both groups o f men in Model 3, but 
it became non-significant for Japanese men in Model 4.
Fitness of the Data on the Models
I examined the log likelihoods in the models o f Table 7-8. Compared to the log 
likelihoods in Models 1 and 2, Model 1 was more parsimonious than Model 2 for 
Japanese men, whereas Model 2 fit the data well for non-Japanese Asian men. When 
the log likelihoods in Models 3 and 4 were tested, Model 3 fit the data better for both 
groups of men. Furthermore, between Models 1 and 3, Model 1 was a more 
parsimonious model for Japanese men, but Model 3 was a better model for non- 
Japanese Asian men. Between Models 2 and 4, Model 4 fit the data better for non- 
Japanese Asian men, but Model 2 was more parsimonious for Japanese men. As a 
result, Model 1 is the best model for Japanese men, and Model 3 was the best model for 
non-Japanese Asian men. This suggests that cultural and contextual factors did not

















Table 7-8. Coefficients from Logistic Regression of Joint vs. Dependent Living and Ethnic Differences in
Logistic Regression Coefficients for Japanese and Non-Japanese Asian Men
Independent Variables
Model 1 -M sa ers .......
Other Asians Japanese Dillcrence Other Asians Japanese Dillerence
XJb SE b SE XJ b SE b SE
Characteristics
Age .028 .020 .001 .076 .115 .043** .021 Oil .077 .163
Unmarried .937*** .300 3.122*** .916 5.145** .974*♦♦ .307 3.092*** .947 4.531**
Years o f  Education .0 5 6 " .026 .345* .208 1.914 ,039 .027 298 .224 1.315
Resources
Economic Resources (Income) -.131" * .015 -.053** .026 6.915*** -.128*** .015 -.047* .026 7.204***
Physical Disability .146* .088 .448 .286 1.028 .120 .085 .379 .296 .703
Context
Size o f  LMA (Population)
Nonmetro -.396 1.247 -.953 1.840 .063
Medium Metro -2.242 1.414 28.624 658,915 .000
Large Metro -1 .234" * .314 Oil 1.150 1.090
Major Metro - - - - --
Housing Value -.003 .002 -.007 .010 .135
Intercept -1.157 1.476 -5.272 6.567 -1.316 1.559 -4.110 7.160
Chi-square 83.16 35.75 98.9 41.46
Degree o f  Freedom 5 5 9 9
-2Log Likelihood 469.52 51.79 450.22 47.08




















Model 3 Model 4
Other Asians Japanese Difference Other Asians Japanese Dillcrence
X2h SE b SE X2 b SE b SE
Characteristics
Age .064*♦♦ .023 .019 .085 .259 .068*** .024 .034 .083 .152
Unmarried 1.440*** .354 3.374*** 1.000 3.321* 1.407*** .358 3.257*** .996 3.048*
Years o f  Education .050* .028 301 .217 1.313 .038 .029 .280 .222 1.178
Resources
Economic Resources (Income) -.108*** .015 -.044* .027 4.291** -.108*** .015 -.042 .026 4.730**
Physical Disability .197*** .091 .550* .314 1.162 .176* .093 .499 .327 .903
Culture
Non-English Spoken at Home -.865* .491 -1.082 1.037 .036 -.897* .513 -1.157 1.048 .050
Duration o f  Residence in the U.S. -.054*** .008 -.052* .029 .008 -.051*** .008 -.014 .058 .387
Context
Size o f  LMA (Population)
Nonmetro .316 1.434 -1.055 1.854 .342
Medium Metro -1.610 1.482 28.353 658,915 .000
Large Metro -.808* * .353 -.121 1.175 .314
Major Metro - - - -- --
Housing Value -.001 .002 -.007 .010 .260
Intercept -2.253 1.752 -2.573 7.331 -2.036 1.815 -4.178 9.016
Chi-square 14608 39.38 150.07 42.5
Degree o f Freedom 7 7 11 11
-2Log Likelihood 411 07 48.38 404.58 45.78
n 466 89 466 89
Notes: *p <.10 **p<.05 ***p<.01 Joint living is a reference group. Chi-square tests for differences from 
Non-Japanese Asian coefficients are based on the analysis combing Non-Japanese Asian and Japanese including interaction 



















Table 7-9. Coefficients from Logistic Regression of Joint vs. Dependent Living and Ethnic Differences in
Logistic Regression Coefficients for Japanese and Non-Japanese Asian Women
Independent Variables
Model 1 Model 2
Other Asians Japam:se Dillcrence Other Asians Japanese Dillcrence
X2b SE b SE X2 b SE b SE
Characteristics
Age . 106* ♦ ♦ .026 .195*** .042 3.255* .III*** .026 .232*** .048 4.902* ♦
Unmarried .291 .244 1.296** .589 2.487 .263 .246 1.616** .649 3.799*
Years o f  Education .029 .030 .331*** .107 7.426*** .026 .031 .418*** .128 8.871***
Resources
Economic Resources (Income) -.125*** .016 -.021 .014 23.286*** -.115*** .016 - Oi l .013 24.388***
Physical Disability .081 .098 -.320* .174 4.024** .083 .099 -.338* .184 4.401**
Context
Size o f  LMA (Population)
Nonmetro 23.404 344.295 -21.335 808.174 .000
Medium Metro -.856 .933 4.964** 1.975 7.096* *♦
Large Metro -.627* .333 -.340 1.044 .068
Major Metro -- -- -- -- --
Mousing Value -.004** .002 .016* .009 4.462**
Intercept -5 758 1.808 -18.257 3.784 -5.306 1.836 -25.702 5.139
Chi-square 99.24 42.67 112.09 50.71
Degree of Freedom 5 5 9 9
•2Log Likelihood 470.97 114.62 463.92 103.38




















Model 3 Model 4
Other Asians Japanese Difference Other Asians Japan CSC Difference
X2b SE b SE X2 b SE b SE
Characteristics
Age .128*** .027 .182*** .044 1.134 .128*** .027 .215*** .050 2.357
Unmarried .575** .262 1.327** .593 1.347 .569** .264 1.731** .680 2.538
Years o f  Education .038 .031 .312*** .109 5.880** .042 .032 .433*** .132 8.273***
Resources
Economic Resources (Income) -.089* ♦♦ .016 -.022 .014 9.964*** -.089*** .016 -.015 .013 13.000***
Physical Disability .076 .101 -.320* .176 3.789* .080 .101 -.352* .187 4.144**
Culture
Non-English Spoken at Home .235 .560 .413 .501 .056 .301 .566 .668 .541 .221
Duration o f  Residence in the U.S. -.039*** .008 -.012 .017 2.098 -.039*** .008 -.018 .023 .813
Context
Size ofLM A  (Population)
Nonmetro 23.663 322,401 -21.938 808,174 .000
Medium Metro -.083 1.141 4.226** 2.083 3.292*
Large Metro .154 .406 -.009 1.061 .021
Major Metro - - - - -
Housing Value -.002 .002 .015* .008 3.862**
Intercept -7.287 1.974 -16.670 4.173 -7.061 2.012 -24.077 5.384
Chi-square 158.11 43.6 159.09 51.85
Degree o f  Freedom 7 7 II II
-2Log Likelihood 435.39 113.35 434.10 101.67
n 58b 121 586 121
Notes: *p<.10 **p<.05 ***p<.01 Joint living is a reference group. Chi-square tests for differences from 
Non-Japanese Asian coefficients are based on the analysis combing Non-Japanese Asian and Japanese including interaction 



















Table 7-10. Coefficients from Logistic Regression of Joint vs. Dependent Living and Ethnic Differences in
Logistic Regression Coefficients for Japanese and Non-Japanese Asian Women (adding number of children)
Independent Variables
Model r Model 2
Other Asians Japanese Dillcrence Other Asians Japanese Dillcrence
XJb SE b SE XJ b SE b SE
Characteristics
Age .110** .026 .285*** .065 6.277** .115*** .026 .318*** .070 7.261***
Unmarried .161 .254 .650 .637 .508 .145 .254 .991 .703 1.280
Years o f  Education .017 .031 .335*** .121 6.518** .014 .031 .411*** .148 6.928***
Resources
Economic Resources (Income) -.129*** .016 -.046* .021 9.838*** -. 119*** .017 -.023 .018 15.150***
Physical Disability .081 .099 -.219 .195 1.872 .083 .100 -.217 .205 1.736
Number o f  Children Ever Born
None or One - - . . - - — — — -
Two 1.253** .583 -.971 .890 4.371** 1.274** .604 -1.298 ,936 5.331**
3 - 4 .836** .416 -1.644** .763 8.147*** .751* .418 -1.852** .806 8.207***
More than 4 ,340 .357 -3.875*** 1.169 11,883*** .321 .359 -3.936*** 1.227 11.078***
Context
Size o f  LMA (Population)
Nonmetro 23.2933 342,799 -19.513 808,174 .000
Medium Metro -.765 .918 5.291** 2.319 5.894* ♦
Large Metro -.628* .332 -1.026 1.243 .096
Major Metro - - - - --
Housing Value -.003* .002 .024** .012 5.223**
Intercept -6.309 1.886 -22.546 5.241 -5.928 1.931 -31.026 6.767
Chi-square 102.6 49.94 114.9 58.43
Degree o f  Freedom 8 8 12 12
-2Log Likelihood 463.54 99.33 457.26 89.00





















Model 3 Model 4
Other Asians Japanese Uittcrcnce Other Asians Japanese Ditlerence
XJb si: b SE X2 b SE b SE
L hdt-adliHilldit
Age .132*** 028 .283*** .066 4.463** .131*** .028 .317*** .078 5.009**
Unmarried .367 .274 .688 .648 .209 .380 .277 1.039 .740 .697
Years o f  Education .019 .032 .330*** .121 6.108** .025 .033 .408*** .147 6.456**
Resources
Economic Resources (Income) -.092* ♦♦ .016 -.046* .021 2.931* -.092*** .016 -.025 .019 7.431***
Physical Disability .096 .102 -.235 203 2.121 .100 .101 -.245 211 2.166
Number o f  Children Ever Horn
None or One — — — - - - - - - -
Two 1.310** .642 -.898 .917 3.895** 1.218* .641 -1.275 .948 4.743**
3 - 4 1.112** .454 -1.580** .785 8.812*** 1.116* .463 -1.795** .848 9.071***
More than 4 .102 .382 -3.798*** 1.187 9.786*** .042 .389 -3.886*** 1.269 8.755***
Culture
Non-English Spoken at Monte .236 .595 .171 .561 .006 .314 .591 .268 .612 .003
Duration o f  Residence in the U.S. -.045*** .008 -.003 .021 3.642* -.047*** .009 .006 .036 1.998
Context
Size o f  LMA (Population)
Nonmctro 23.468 328,501 -19.504 808,174 .000
Medium Metro .022 1.060 5.527* 2.868 4.897**
Large Metro .387 .429 -1.069 1.287 1.964
Major Metro -- - - - --
Housing Value -.001 .002 .024** .012 1.331
Intercept -7.587 2.080 -22.280 5.531 -7.451 2.107 -31.523 8.120
Chi-square 167.18 49.947 167.97 58.66
Degree o f Freedom 10 10 14 14
-2Log Likelihood 422.17 99.20 420.79 88 76
n 586 121 586 121
Notes: *p<.10 **p<.05 ***p<.01 Joint living is a reference group. Chi-square tests for differences from
Non-Japanese Asian coefficients are based on the analysis combing Non-Japanese Asian and Japanese including interaction 
terms between ethnicity and all other independent variables. 187
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impact the choice between joint and dependent living for Japanese men, while cultural 
factors had a strong impact on the choice of independent vs. dependent living. 
Contribution of Variables in the Model
For examining the contribution of variables, I used Model 4 (complete model). 
Among Japanese men, the only significant factor was unmarried status. Among non- 
Japanese Asian men, economic resources showed the largest contribution in the model, 
followed by duration of residence in the U.S., unmarried, age, the size of LMA (“major 
metro”), physical disability, and speaking a native language. Overall, marital status was 
the most important factor in the choice between joint and dependent living among 
Japanese men. On the other hand, among non-Japanese Asian men, economic resources 
and duration of residence in the U.S. were the most important factors. We assume that 
non-Japanese Asian men who recently immigrated to the U.S. have lower economic 
resources, so they must depend on others.
Women
Coefficients of the Variables
Table 7-9 presents the results from logistic regression of joint vs. dependent 
living for Japanese and non-Japanese Asian women. Ail variables that represent 
individual characteristics had positive relationships, and physical disability had a 
negative relationship to dependent living among Japanese women. Among non- 
Japanese Asian women, age had a positive relationship, and economic resources had 
negative relationships with dependent living. Model 2 showed the effects of
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geographical context. In size of LMA, ''medium metro” was positively related to 
dependent living among Japanese women, and “large metro” was negatively related 
among non-Japanese Asian women. Housing value was positively related for Japanese 
women but negatively related for non-Japanese Asian women.
Models 3 and 4 illustrate the effects of the cultural factors on dependent living. 
Cultural factors had no effect on dependent living for Japanese women, but duration of 
residence in the U.S. had a negative effect on dependent living for non-Japanese Asian 
women. This was due to the fact that duration o f residence in the U.S. was not an 
adequate measure for Japanese women, since most of the Japanese women were bom in 
the U.S.
Table 7-10 depicts the effect of the number of children. The effect of the 
number of children was definitely different between Japanese and non-Japanese Asian 
women. Among Japanese women, “3 - 4” and “more than 4” were negatively related to 
dependent living, while among non-Japanese Asian women, “two” and “3 - 4” were 
positively related to dependent living. Among Japanese women, those who had more 
than three children were less likely to choose dependent living. Among non-Japanese 
Asian women, however, those who had two, three, or four children were more likely to 
choose dependent living than were those who had no or only one child. This may be 
due to the fact that those who had more children tended to have a younger child living 
in their household.
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Fitness o f  the Data in the Models
First, I examined the log likelihoods in the models of Table 7-9. Testing the log 
likelihoods for Models 1 and 2, Model 1 was more parsimonious than Model 2 for both 
groups of women. Between Models 3 and 4, Model 3 was more parsimonious than 
Model 4 for both groups of women. Between Models 1 and 3, Model 1 was more 
parsimonious for Japanese women, while Model 3 fit the data better for non-Japanese 
Asian women. Between Models 2 and 4, Model 4 fit the data better for non-Japanese 
Asian women, but Model 2 was more parsimonious than for Japanese women. As a 
result, cultural factors were important in the choice between joint and dependent living 
among non-Japanese Asian women. On the other hand, individual characteristics were 
important factors in the choice between joint and dependent living among Japanese 
women.
To consider the effect of availability of children, I examined the log likelihoods 
of the models for Tables 7-9 and 7-10. First, in a comparison of Model 1 of Tables 7-9 
and 7-10, Model 1 of Table 7-10 fit the data better for Japanese women, but Model 1 of 
Table 7-9 was more parsimonious for non-Japanese Asian women. Second, comparing 
Model 2 o f Tables 7-9 and 7-10, Model 2 of Table 7-10 fit the data better for Japanese 
women, while Model 2 in Table 7-9 was more parsimonious for non-Japanese Asian 
women. Third, between Model 3 of Tables 7-9 and 7-10, Model 3 of Table 7-10 fit the 
data better for both groups o f women. Finally, comparing Model 4 of Tables 7-9 and
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
191
7-10, Model 4 o f Table 7-10 fit the data better for both groups o f  women. Taking into 
account all the models of Tables 7-9 and 7-10, Model 1 of Table 7-10 was the best 
model for Japanese women, and Model 3 of Table 7-10 was the best model for non- 
Japanese Asian women. These findings suggest that the number o f children was an 
important factor in the choice between joint and dependent living for both groups of 
women, but cultural factors had the power to explain dependent living only for non- 
Japanese Asian women.
Contribution of Variables in the Model
I examined the contribution of coefficients on Model 4 o f  Table 7-10 (see 
Appendix F). Among Japanese women, age had the largest contribution to the model, 
followed by the number of children (“more than 4”), years of education, the number of 
children (“3 - 4”), housing value, and the size of LMA (“medium metro”). Among non- 
Japanese Asian women, economic resources made the largest contribution to the model, 
followed by duration of residence in the U.S., age, and the number of children (“more 
than 4” and “3 - 4”). Overall, the effects of coefficients were quite different between 
Japanese and non-Japanese Asian women. Although age was an important factor for 
both groups of women, it had a remarkable explanatory power for the choice of joint 
and dependent living among Japanese women. On the other hand, economic resources 
and duration of residence in the U.S. had strong power to explain the choice of joint and 
dependent among non-Japanese Asian women.
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Overall, the pattern of how variables affected the choice between joint and 
dependent living was different for Japanese in comparison to all Asians. The pattern of 
coefficient effects for the Japanese differed from that for whites. For example, years of 
education had a positive relationship with dependent living (compared to joint living) 
for white men but no relationship for Japanese men (see Model 2 in Tables 6-13 and 
7-8). However, years o f education has a positive relationship to dependent living 
(compared to dependent living) for Japanese women but no such relationship was 
apparent for the white women in the study (see Model 2 in Tables 6-15 and 7-10). 
Unmarried status, economic resources, and physical disability were significant for white 
women, but not significant for Japanese women.
Summary
Cultural factors were more important for the non-Japanese Asians in the study. 
This may be due to variations in the length of residence in the U.S. between Japanese 
and non-Japanese Asians. About 80 percent of the Japanese in the study were American 
by birth, while this was true for only 10 percent of the non-Japanese Asians. Almost 21 
percent of the non-Japanese were recent (1985 - 1990) immigrants. This difference in 
length of American residence may have had an effect on how the other variables 
influenced the living arrangements of the Japanese and non-Japanese Asians.
Although the Japanese racially belong to Asians, their patterns of living 
arrangements differed from non-Japanese Asians. Rather their patterns of living
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arrangements were more similar to those of whites. Thus, we should analyze the 
Japanese separately from non-Japanese Asians when we consider the living 
arrangements of the Asian elderly in general. Japanese-Americans seem to be 
assimilated into American culture while still retaining their ethnic traditional culture. 
The effects of these ethnic traditions may explain why coefficient effect patterns for the 
Japanese in the study differ from those of the whites.
Notes for Chapter 7
1. I divided my Asian sample into two groups—Japanese and non-Japanese Asians. The 
sample size of the Japanese was 564: 243 Japanese men and 321 Japanese women. The 
sample size of non-Japanese Asians was 1511: 670 non-Japanese Asian men and 841 
non-Japanese Asian women. Non-Japanese Asians were those who were not Japanese 
but were Asians. Most of the non-Japanese Asians were Chinese, Filipino, Korean, 
Vietnamese, and Asian Indian. Non-Japanese Asian men in the sample included 37.8 
percent Chinese, 33.6 percent Filipino, 13.0 percent Korean, 5.0 percent Vietnamese, 
and 6.5 percent Asian Indian. Non-Japanese Asian women in the sample included 36.3 
percent Chinese, 30.5 percent Filipino, 13.9 percent Korean, 6.3 percent Vietnamese, 
and 5.6 percent Asian Indian.
2. For the detail of educational attainment, see Appendix D.
3. A small sample in non-metropolitan areas affected the result of logistic regression.
For example, in Table 7-3, coefficient of “nonmetro” was -22.759 (SD = 487.268), 
which was unreasonable.
4. As I mentioned in Chapter 6, a comparison of joint and dependent living was not 
statistically independent or orthogonal (Blalock, 1979) in the present research.
However, the findings from the logistic regression of joint vs. dependent living will 
allow us to better understand the elderly’s living arrangements.
5. Models which examined the living arrangements of Japanese and non-Japanese 
Asians did not include the variable “racial concentration.”
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6. The effect of economic resources (R = .113) for Japanese men was larger than that of 
physical disability, non-English spoken at home, and years of education for non- 
Japanese Asian men (see Appendix F).
7. Odds ratio = exp(.871) = 2.390.
8. The odds ratio for category “one” was 3.405 = exp(1.225), and that for the other 
categories of the number of children were larger than this category.
9. R for years o f education was .182, for age it was .168, and for unmarried status it 
was .124.




My study examined how personal characteristics, individual resources, cultural 
characteristics, and geographic context affect the elderly’s choice of living arrangements 
across racial/ethnic groups. Even though a number of researchers have suggested that 
individual characteristics affect the elderly’s living arrangements (e.g., Beck and Beck, 
1989, Burr, and Mutchler, 1992; 1993a; 1993b; Coward et al., 1989; Holden, 1988; 
Mutchler and Burr, 1991), most of the research relied upon restricted samples—such as 
unmarried women or whites, Blacks, and/or Hispanics. My sample, though, goes 
beyond this by including married people and single, and both men and women of all 
racial/ethnic groups. By incorporating these categories, my research greatly extends 
earlier studies and provides a more thorough examination of factors that influence 
choices of living arrangements.
Consistent with previous research (e.g., Borsch-Supan, 1989; Coward et al.,
1989; Wolf and Soldo, 1988), my research showed that independent living was the most 
prevalent living arrangement for the elderly. In addition to this, substantial variations 
were found for race/ethnicity as well as gender in each type of living arrangement in the 
study. White men and women were more likely than those of the other racial/ethnic 
groups to live independently. Extended household arrangements (joint living or
195
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dependent living) was more common among minority groups, but the prevalence of 
different types of the extended household arrangements (joint and dependent living) 
varied across minority groups. Joint living was more prevalent than dependent living 
among Black men and women and Hispanic men, while dependent living was more 
prevalent among Asian women. Asian men and Hispanic women were found in similar 
proportions in joint and dependent living arrangements.
As expected, age was found to be a substantial factor related to the elderly’s 
living arrangements. The older-elderly were more likely to live in someone else’s 
household (to be a non-household head) than the younger-elderly. On the contrary, the 
younger-elderly were more likely to live with others (to be a household head) than the 
older-elderly. These findings conform to previous research (Aquilino, 1990). When 
parents are younger, children are also younger and more likely to stay in the parental 
home; when parents get older, their children mature and leave the parental home. Thus, 
not only parents’ age but also children's age is related to the elderly’s living 
arrangements.
I found marital status to be the most critical variable related to the elderly’s 
living arrangements in this study; unmarried persons were more likely to live 
dependently. Further, when we look closely at the effect of marital status in each 
racial/ethnic and gender group, we can classify these groups into four categories. In the 
first category which includes white men and women and Black women, those who were 
unmarried were more likely to choose dependent living, compared to independent/joint
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living, than those who were married. Likewise, those who were unmarried were more 
likely to choose joint living, compared to independent living, than those who were 
married. That is, unmarried white men and women and Black women tended to choose 
the extended household type (joint or dependent living).
In the second category, which includes Black and Hispanic men, those who were 
unmarried were more likely to choose dependent living than those who were married. 
Also, the unmarried Black and Hispanic men were less likely to choose joint living 
compared to independent living than their counterparts. This may be due to the fact that 
married people have more income than unmarried people, allowing them to take other 
persons into their household.
For Hispanic women and Asian men, the third category, unmarried status was 
positively related to dependent living (compared to independent/joint living), but it had 
no relationship with the choice between independent and joint living. This suggests that 
being unmarried carries a risk of dependence for Hispanic women and Asian men.
These findings show that unmarried status is related to dependency, which is one of the 
reasons why much research has focused on the living arrangements o f unmarried elderly 
(e.g., Burr and Mutchler, 1992; Spritze, Wolf and Soldo, 1988;).
Marital status had no relationship to the living arrangements o f those in the 
fourth category, which comprises Asian women. These women may live with others 
(usually offspring) before becoming single, so changes in marital status do not affect
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their living arrangements. This may be due to the cultural norm of filial piety, which is 
derived from Confucianism.
My finding that marital status exerted a strong effect on the living arrangements 
for all groups of the elderly (except Asian women) may arise from improved economic 
standing as a result of marriage. That is, marriage partners often have the advantage of 
two incomes. This additional income, rather than marital status itself, may underlie the 
primary effect of marital status on the elderly’s living arrangements.
Another factor which has been shown to influence elderly’s living arrangements 
is educational attainment-educated people tend to live independently (Ward et al.,
1992). For the choice between independent/joint and dependent living, educational 
attainment had no effect on dependent living for most o f the groups. This might be 
because the independent living category contained the elderly in both independent and 
joint living groups, two arrangements that are in the same category when considering 
the economic base of the elderly; in other words, in both situations the elderly were the 
head (or the spouse of the head) of their household. Yet, the choice between 
independent and joint living arrangements was affected by education; the elderly who 
lived independently had higher educational attainment than those living in joint 
arrangements. The educational level o f those choosing between independent and joint 
living may be confounded by ideology as well, since those reaching higher educational 
goals expect (and are expected) to live independently longer—“American society values 
independence and nuclear family autonomy more highly than supportive
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interdependence and multigenerational living arrangements” (Lubben and Becerra,
1987: 142). However, since joint and dependent living are structurally similar, joint 
living may not be distinguished from dependent living; rather both these types of living 
arrangements are extended households and as such are contrary to the idea of 
independent living. That is, the effects o f education may be a function of how I have 
categorized living arrangements.
Empirical Support for Mv Hypotheses
Overall, the findings supported my hypotheses regarding resources (economic 
resources and physical condition). The effects of economic resources were not very 
surprising. Regardless of gender and race/ethnicity, economic resources had a positive 
effect on dependent living (compared to independent/joint living), but they had no effect 
on the choice between independent and joint living. That is, the elderly who had higher 
incomes were more likely to choose independent or joint living than those who had 
lower incomes. Economic resources was associated with the likelihood of being a 
household head, but did not determine the household structure—either independent or 
joint living.
Also, I hypothesized that physical disability would be an important factor in the 
choice of living arrangements and expected to find that the elderly with health problems 
would be more likely to choose an extended household arrangement (joint or dependent 
living) than those who were healthy. However, Hispanic men with health problems 
were less likely to choose dependent living rather than independent/joint living than
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were those in better health. Yet, when I compared independent to joint living, Hispanic 
men with health problems tended to choose joint living (which conformed to my 
hypothesis). On the other hand, Asian men with health problems tended to choose 
either joint1 or dependent living. Although both Hispanic and Asian cultures have 
similar norms regarding family solidarity, the concept of family solidarity may differ 
across these two ethnic groups. For Hispanics, family solidarity emerges as an 
exchange support system. The healthier Hispanic men may exchange their labor 
(helping with domestic work) for shelter (coresiding in another’s house), while those 
with health problems may exchange their homes (offering shelter) for support (receiving 
other’s help). On the other hand, among Asians, family solidarity is more likely to be 
oriented to filial piety.
In addition to economic resources and physical disability, I hypothesized that the 
potential availability of children would have a positive effect on the choice o f extended 
household arrangements (joint or dependent living). This hypothesis held only for 
Hispanic and Asian women. Among white and Black women, however, potential 
availability of children affected joint living but not dependent living. This result could 
mean that those who had more children had a higher probability of living with 
unmarried adult children who were students or adult children who were divorced or 
unemployed. In this case, the choice of joint living may not reflect an older person’s 
preference; children may be a constraint on independent living, rather than a resource, if 
independent living were preferred. Thus, it appears that children may be a resource
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only if  we consider their income and the potential this income could have for improving 
the level o f living. Otherwise, children themselves should not be conceptualized as a 
resource.
The contextual effects of labor market areas (LMAs) were greatest for the living 
arrangements of Black men. Contrary to my hypothesis about the size of LMAs (R3). 
Black men who lived in smaller metropolitan areas were more likely to choose 
independent living (rather than joint or dependent living) than those who lived in major 
metropolitan areas. This may be due to the fact that poor Black males are concentrated 
in major metropolitan areas. Living in extended households would be one means of 
affording better housing or limiting expenditures.
Furthermore, Black men who lived in areas with a high concentration o f Black 
residents were more likely to live in extended households (joint or dependent living) 
than in nuclear households, which supports Hypothesis C2. Prevalence of joint living 
among Blacks was also shown in the findings o f the cross-tabulations (see Table 5-2) as 
well as in previous research (Angel and Tienda, 1982; Beck and Beck, 1984; 1989). 
Historically, Blacks have been concentrated in the Southeast in areas of persistent 
poverty (Glasgow et al., 1993). Thus, as I suggested regarding the effects of larger 
metropolitan labor market areas, joint living may be a response to restrictions caused by 
economic conditions. Clearly, the context of local areas is a critical factor for the living 
arrangements among Black men.
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Unlike Black men, Asian women and men who lived in areas of high 
racial/ethnic concentration tended to live independently or jointly (which did not 
support my hypothesis). This finding is consistent with Kamo and Zhou (1994) who 
used the 1980 Census for their research. One explanation is that Asians may have 
strong social networks which function as social support for the elderly in racial/ethnic 
concentrated areas, allowing them to maintain independent living.
Even though Hispanics and Asians have similar family-oriented cultural 
heritages, cultural factors affect their living arrangements differently. I hypothesized 
that the elderly Hispanics or Asians who spoke their native languages at home would be 
more likely to choose an extended household (joint or dependent living) than those who 
did not. This hypothesis did not hold for any group when I compared independent/joint 
with dependent living. Nonetheless, the results among Asian men were noteworthy. 
Asian men who spoke English were more likely to live dependently than those who 
spoke a native language. It is possible that speaking English at home is not due to their 
preference, but rather is due to other members of the household (often their offspring 
who are likely to be second or third generation Americans). Their adult children’s 
family may not understand their native language, requiring all family members speak 
English at home.
Despite these findings, the results for Hispanic men and women supported my 
hypothesis about the link between native language and joint living. Hispanics who
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speak their native language seem to prefer joint living to independent living. Overall, 
speaking a native tongue was related to joint living but not related to dependent living.
My second hypothesis regarding cultural characteristics was that elderly 
Hispanics or Asians who were recent immigrants to the United States would be more 
likely to choose extended households than those who had immigrated earlier or were 
native bom. Findings from the logistic regression models (independent/joint vs. 
dependent living and independent vs. joint living) for both Hispanics and Asians 
supported this hypothesis, except for one group; among Asian women, duration of 
residence in the U.S. was not related to the choice of independent and joint living. It 
seems that living arrangements of Asian women are predetermined by their culture; they 
live in multiple-generational families.
Other studies have compared the relative effects of cultural factors and economic 
resources living arrangements among ethnic elderly (Burr and Mutchler, 1993a; Kamo 
and Zhou, 1994). Burr and Mutchler suggest that economic resources have an impact 
on independent living and override any cultural effect in terms of a “cultural 
convergence hypothesis”3 (1993a). While the “cultural convergence hypothesis” holds 
true when independent living is compared with dependent living, it may not apply when 
independent living is compared with joint living. My findings showed that economic 
resources were not more influential than cultural factors when independent living was 
compared with joint living, although economic resources were important when I 
considered the choice between independent/joint and dependent living. In addition, the
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“cultural convergence hypothesis” did not hold true for Asian women in this study (Burr 
and Mutchler (1993a) do not test Asian women). Economic resources were not more 
influential than cultural factors in both logistic regression models of independent/joint 
vs. dependent living and independent vs. joint living.
Japanese and Non-Japanese Asians
Japanese are usually studied as Asians, but this study showed that the pattern of 
effects of variables on their living arrangements differed from non-Japanese Asians.
This difference is likely due to duration of residence in the U.S. (immigrant history). 
About 80 percent of the Japanese were native bom, so they have been assimilated into 
American culture. Yet, they seem to retain a certain amount o f their traditional culture, 
which may make the pattern of effects of variables different from those for whites as 
well o f from those other Asians. Therefore, if we consider cultural factors on the living 
arrangements of Asian elderly, we need indicators other than what we can be found in 
Census data. So, when we use Census data, we should exclude the Japanese from the 
Asian sample or examine them separately.
Limitations of the Data
Although the Census Public Use Microdata Sample-L allows individual level 
analyses, these data have a number of limitations with regard to the questions I 
addressed in this research. First, attitudinal variables are not available. Such variables 
would improve our understanding of subjective preferences. Second, we are limited in 
measures of family ties or networks restricting our ability to explore the effects of the
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extended household and other indicators of family quality (Rossi and Rossi, 1990). 
Third, because the “number of children ever bom” is available only for women, and this 
number is based on the number o f births, we do not know the number of surviving 
children. Additionally, we have no data on number of children for men. Fourth, the 
PUMS-L is a cross-sectional data set; I examined the elderly’s living arrangements at 
one point of time. We do not know about previous living arrangements; whether 
persons changed their living arrangements due to changing marital status, physical 
condition, or financial condition. Longitudinal data would be more appropriate for 
exploring changing living arrangements for the elderly.
Conclusions
My dissertation analyzed the living arrangements of the elderly, focusing on 
differences across gender and racial/ethnic lines. Drawing upon rational choice and 
family solidarity theoretical perspectives, I derived hypotheses dealing with the effects 
of individual resources, cultural characteristics, and geographic context on the elderly’s 
living arrangements. These hypotheses were empirically tested using logistic regression 
models to estimate the odds of the elderly choosing from among three options of living 
arrangements—independent living, joint living, and dependent living.
My findings revealed that, with a few exceptions, the effects of independent 
variables on the living arrangements of the elderly were mediated both by gender and by 
racial/ethnic status. However, regardless of gender and race/ethnicity, except for Asian
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women, economic resources and marital status affected the choice of dependent living. 
Thus, understanding the living arrangements o f the elderly cannot be reduced only to a 
consideration of available resources; other factors, including gender, geographic 
context, marital status, and racial/ethnic identity, collectively contributed to living 
arrangement choices. In addition, my findings demonstrate that the categorization of 
living arrangements is a critical matter in this area of research.
Although independent living was a common living arrangement for most o f the 
groups in my study, an extended household arrangement was also common among 
minority groups. Future research should target characteristics of other members in the 
extended household, because other members’ conditions have a bearing on decisions 
regarding living arrangements. For example, the gender of adult children is an 
important factor associated with an extended household arrangement (Rossi and Rossi, 
1990; Spitze and Logan, 1990; Soldo, 1982; Soldo et al., 1990; Wolf and Soldo, 1988). 
These studies suggest that daughters are more likely to live with parents who are 
unmarried and/or physically disabled. Also, other characteristics of a coresiding person, 
such as marital status, employment status, age, income, and birth order appear to be 
related to extended household arrangements.
To conclude, important challenges remain in sociologically understanding the 
living arrangements of the elderly. As the structure of the family becomes more 
complicated due to increasing changes in forms of family organization due to divorce,
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remarriage, and alternative life styles, new methodologies and sources of data will be 
required. Hopefully, my research will stimulate future efforts in this important area.
Notes for Chapter 8
1. This was significant in Model 4 of Table 6-10, but not significant in other alternative 
models of the logistic regression of independent vs. joint living.
2. The result from whites has no meaning since they are majority of most of the areas in 
the U.S. I used it to keep consistency for my analyses.
3. Cultural convergence hypothesis is that as “economic capacity (social class) 
increases, the behavioral impact (e.g., living arrangements) of identification with one’s 
ethnic and cultural background may diminish” (Burr and Mutchler, 1993a: 171).
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Appendix A. Percentages of Educational Attainment by Gender and Race/Ethnicity
Years o f  Education
ToTal'(%T White (%) B la c k 'W  " Hispanic (%) Asian (%)
' ~K\\ Men Women Men Women Men Women Men Women Men Women
4.0 Less than 5th grade 13.8 15.0 13.0 3.7 2.8 20.9 13.3 31.2 32.9 15.0 25.3
6.5 5th, 6th, 7th, or 8th grade 24.3 23.6 24.7 18.6 18.9 30.1 29.7 25.5 30.5 15.6 16.8
9.0 9th grade 5.7 5.5 5.9 5.1 4.9 6.9 7.6 4.1 4.6 4.4 4.6
10.0 10th grade 5.9 5.1 6.4 5.7 7.2 5.6 7.3 3.5 3.5 1.7 3.4
11.0 11th grade 4.5 4.4 4.6 4.6 4.3 5.4 6.3 2.7 2.4 2.4 1.9
11.5 12th grade, no diploma 5.0 4.8 5.2 4.4 4.8 4.6 6.1 5.8 4.6 5.6 4.5
12.0 High school graduate 21.8 19.7 23.2 26.4 32.0 14.2 17.7 11.5 14.0 26.8 23.8
13.0 Some college, but no degree 8.9 9.8 8.4 13.9 12.6 6.1 5.7 7.9 4.0 8.8 8.1
14.0 Associate degree in college 2.0 1.9 2.0 2.2 2.9 0.8 1.4 2.1 1.2 5.0 2.4
16.0 Bachelor's degree 4.9 5.6 4.4 8.4 6.7 3.0 2.7 2.4 1.5 9.9 6.7
18.0 Master's degree 1.9 2.1 1.8 3.2 2.2 1.4 2.0 1.0 0.4 2.1 2,0
20.0 Professional degree 0.9 1.6 0.3 2.5 0.6 0.5 0.1 1.6 0.3 1.9 0.4
22.0 Doctorate degree 0.4 0.9 0.1 1.3 0.1 0.5 0.1 0.7 0.1 0.8 0.1
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0


















Appendix B. Percentages of Physical Disability by Gender and Race/Ethnicity
Scores
Total (% ) White (%) Black (%) Hispanic (%) Asian (%)
All Men W omen Men Women Men W omen Men W omen M en Women
0 (Excellent) 58.9 60.4 t-n oe 64 .9 63.9 51.7 50.2 "'63.5 55.6 70 .6 70.6
1 9.7 10.6 9.1 10.3 8.7 10.8 10.1 10.1 8.0 11.7 9.3
2 0.7 0.8 0.7 0.5 0.6 1.5 0.7 0 .6 0.8 0.3 0.3
3 21.0 19.8 21.8 18.4 19.4 24.0 25.3 17.9 22.1 10.5 15.1
4 (Poor) 9.7 8.4 10.6 5.9 7.4 12.0 13.7 7.9 13.5 6.9 4.7
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0


















Appendix C. Contribution of Variables in the Model by Gender and Race/Ethnicity
MEN
Independent Variables
Indcpcndcnt/Joinl vs. Impendent Living independent vs. Joint Living Joint vs. iJcpcndcnt Living
White Ulack Hispanic Asian While Black Hispanic Asian White Black Hispanic Asian
Characteristics
Age .034 .108 083 .096 .143 .054 .067
Unmarried .293 270 .257 .157 .043 .099 .071 314 .368 .310 .162
Years of Education .043 .052 .032 .032 .043
Resources
Economic Resources (Income) .137 .088 116 .219 .022 .163 .098 .140 .251
Physical Disability .082 057 .107 .060 .052 .091 .067
Culture
Non-English Spoken at Home - - .057 -- - .129 - -- .075
Duration of Residence in the U.S. - - 184 .223 -- - .038 .102 - -• .164 .210
Context
Size of I.MA (Population)
Nonmctro .069 .042 .040
Medium Metro .053 .039 .034
Large Metro .053 .032 .056 .063
Major Metro - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Housing Value .052
Racial Concentration (%) .049 .055 .056



















Indcpcndent/Joinl vs. Dependent Living Independent vs. Joint Living Joint vs. Dependent Living
WOMEN






Economic Resources (Income) 
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More than 4 
Culture
Non-English Spoken at Home 
Duration of Residence in the U.S. 
Context




















































Note: Model 2 is applied to white and Black, and Model 4 is applied to Hispanic and Asian. Values o f  R are given to the 
significant coefficients.



















Appendix D. Percentages of Educational Attainment and Means of Income by Gender and Asian Sub-Groups
Japanese Non-Japanese Asians
Variables lotal Others Chinese Filipino Korea Asian Indian Vietnamese
Men Women Men Women Men Women Men Women Men Women Men Women Men Women
Years o f  Education (%) 
4.0 Less than Sth grade 1.7 3.8 19.8 33.4 23.3 38.3 20.5 25.4 6.1 31.7 I I .1 36.5 31.8 39.6
6.5 5th, 6th, 7th, or 8th grade 12.0 16.4 16.9 16.9 12.0 13.0 24.9 19.8 20.1 23,1 4.5 11.9 11.7 21.4
9.0 9th grade 8.5 8.9 2.9 2.9 2.6 3.2 2.0 3.7 7.6 0.2 0.0 6.4 3.8 0.3
10.0 10th grade 1.6 2.7 1.7 3.7 1.6 4.2 1.1 3.6 2.5 1.3 5.2 6.6 0.0 3.5
11.0 11 th grade 5.2 1.3 1.5 22 1.5 2.7 2.5 3.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
11.5 12th grade, no diploma 2.3 2.4 6.8 5.4 6.6 4.0 6.1 2.3 2.7 9.0 8.2 4.0 22.3 23.0
12.0 High school graduate 44.8 38.8 20.2 18.1 23.6 17.8 13.8 15.5 31,7 29.0 12.3 20.5 16.1 7.4
13.0 Some college, but no degree 5.8 10.4 9.9 7.2 12.2 5.3 10.2 12.1 3.2 3.2 11.9 7.3 4.8 4.8
14.0 Associate degree in college 3.3 5.0 5.5 1.4 4.7 2.4 4.1 1.3 15.0 0.0 3.7 0.0 0.0 0.0
16.0 Bachelor's degree 10.1 7.9 9.9 6.3 8.6 5.4 12.2 10.6 2.2 2.5 21.3 6.8 9.5 0.0
18.0 Master's degree 0.9 2.3 2.6 1.8 2.0 3.4 0.7 1.1 2.2 0.0 18.2 0.0 0.0 0.0
20.0 Professional degree 3.8 0.1 1.2 0.5 0.9 0.3 1.9 1.1 0.0 0.0 3.6 0.0 0.0 0.0
22.0 Doctorate degree 0.0 0.0 1.1 0.2 0.4 0.4 0.0 0.0 6.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Economic Resources (mean income) 34.8 23.2 18.1 11.3 20.2 15.4 18.9 8.7 15.6 8.8 11.5 5.4 9.4 6.7
(SI.000) (30.3) (26.5) (36.3) (30.7) (45.6) (42.7) (26.7) (15.0) (33.9) (21.9) (24.8) (11.0) (11.5) (10.2)
n 243 321 672 841 282 366 225 257 87 118 44 47 34 53
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Appendix E. Percentage of Physical Disability for Japanese and 
Non-Japanese Asians by Gender
Scores
Other Asians (%) Japanese (%)
Men Women Men Women
0 (Excellent) &3.U" " 68.3 77.7 76.8
1 12.5 10.3 9.6 6.5
2 0.4 0.4 0.0 0.1
3 10.9 15.9 9.5 12.9
4 (Poor) 8.2 5.1 3.2 3.7
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
n 671 841 243 321

















Appendix F. Contribution of Variables in the Model for Japanese and Non-Japanese Asians by Gender
MEN
Independent Variables
Logistic Model l1 Logistic Model I r Logistic Model III'
Other Asians Japanese Other Asians Japanese Other Asians Japanese
Characteristics
Age .161 .168 .099
Unmarried .151 .231 .124 .145 .318
Years of Education .048 .182
Resources
Economic Resources (Income) .234 .113 .271
Physical Disability .098 .162 .046 .049
Culture
Non-English Spoken at Home .080 .040
Duration of Residence in the U.S. .231 .233
Context




Major Metro - -- - - -- --
Housing Value .048 .071





















Logistic Model I1 Logistic Model I f Logistic Model I l f
Other Asians Japanese Other Asians Japanese Other Asians Japanese
Characteristics
Age .076 .196 .161 .263 .179 .296
Unmarried .081 .063 .056
Years of Education .191 .186
Resources
Economic Resources (Income) .206 .219
Physical Disability .160
Number of Children Ever Bom
None - - - - - -
One4 .037 - -
Two .060 .052
3 - 4 .090 .055 .109 .078 .124
More than 4 .073 .127 .153 .211
Culture
Non-English Spoken at Home
Duration of Residence in the U.S. .214 .204
Context
Size of LMA (Population)
Nonmetro
Medium Metro .128 .052 .102
Large Metro .103 .080
Major Metro - -- - - - -
Housing Value .059 .112
n 841 321 384 268 586 121
Note: Model 4 is applied. Values o f  R are given to the significant coefficients.
1. Independent/joint vs. dependent living. 2. Independent vs. joint living. 3. Joint vs. dependent living.
4. “One” is combined with “None” (“None or One”) as a reference group for the logistic regression o f joint vs. dependent 
living to
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